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PREFACE 


I po not think there could be any greater service from a 
literary point of view to the students and admirers, if such are 
still to be found, of the three great tragic poets of Greece, than 
to direct their attention to the many gross and mischievous 
interpolations with which our texts are deformed, It is not one 
of the least services that Dindorf has rendered in this depart- 
ment of ancient literature, that he has shown himself alive to 
this, and has indicated many hundreds of spurious verses, which 
were before presented to the readers of Greek tragedy, as the 
genuine work of those great authors, into whose text they have 
been intruded. He has also pointed out the great antiquity of 
these corruptions, and that therefore no M8, authority, or quota- 
tions in ancient authors can vouch for the genuineness of any 
passage in the three tragic poets, whose works have come down to 
us. He has shown with much acuteness from a mutilated passage 
of Philodemus, found in the remains of his works discovered at 
Herculaneum, that he had the same corrupt and interpolated 
text before him, which we now read in the opening verses of the 
Ion of Euripides. Not only is this text unworthy of Euri- 
pides in style and manner, but it violates a received metrical 
rule religiously observed by the tragic poets whatever may be 
alleged to the contrary, and one can hardly doubt well-known 
to Philodemus and his contemporaries. And yet Philodemus 
was either content to accept this text, or knew of no better one. 

Tt seems to me however that though much has been done in 
this direction, much remains to be done, and I have therefore 


viii PREFACE 


endeavoured in the Annotations which follow to contribute 
something to this work, hoping that amid much that is worthless, 
there may still be found something of value, and that may tend 
in some degree to the better understanding and appreciation of 
authors, whose extraordinary merit claims our highest reverence 
and admiration. | 

As an introduction then, I would in the first instance call 
attention to another example from a contemporary of Philo- 
demus, though only in the form of a Latin version, and if in 
consequence far less conclusive, yet still of much value and 


& ToANG 57 Kal Oeppa cai Adywv wépa. 1046 
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interest. T allude to the version in Cic, Tuse, Disp. 2. 9, 10. 
of almost a whole jijois, namely Trach. 1046—1103, In the 
nature of things the version is a free one, still it is a version, 
not an adaptation, and we may I think gather from it with some 
approach to certainty, how far the text Cicero used agreed with or 
differed from, that we now find in the Laurentian MS. I will 
present the original and the version side by side for the purpose 
of comparison, marking those verses in the Greek which do not 
appear to be represented in the Latin version, and will then 
proceed to comment on them, 


O multa dictu gravia, perpessu aspera, 

quae corpore exantlavi, atque animo pertuli, 

Nec mihi Junonis terror implacabilis, 

nec tantum invexit tristis Eurystheus mali, 

quantum una vecors Oenei partu edita. 5 
Haee me inretivit veste furiali inscium, 

quae lateri inhaerens morsu lacerat viscera, 

urgensque graviter pulmonem haurit spiritus. 

Jam decolorem sanguinem omnem exsorbuit. 

Sic corpus clade horribili absumptum extabuit : 10 
ipse illigatus peste interimor textili. 

Hos—non hostilis dextera, non terra edita 


moles Gigantum, non biformato impetu ‘ 
Centaurus ictus corpori inflixit meo ; 
non Graia vis, non barbarum wlla immanitas, 15 


non saeva gens terris relegata ultimis, 

quas peragrans undique omnem hinc feritatem expuli : 

sed feminea vir, feminea interimor manu, 

O nate, verum hoc nomen usurpa patri, 

ne me occidentem matris superet caritas. 20 
Hue arripe ad me manibus abstractam piis, 

Jam cernam, mene, an illam potiorem putes. 

Perge, aude, nate, patris illacrima pestibus 

miserere ! Gentes nostras flebunt miserias. 

Heu! virginalem me ore ploratum edere, 25 
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*\éovr,’ dadarov Opéupa Kxampooryopov™ 
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5,1050 Vecors seems hardly to answer to Sods. dewey, 
wild-eyed, an epithet applied to the Furies (0.C'. 84) might be 
rendered by vecors, whereas fallax would satisfy the metre and 
more properly represent doAGmis. I think it not unlikely then 
that Cicero read : deway dx’ Olvéws, where ard would answer to, 
partu edita, 

11,1057 peste textili. This would suggest idavrd rather 
than ddpdorw. It is perhaps however against this that we find 
vpavroy in 1052. But possibly we should read there icrorovov 
(compare Hanae 1315), and that idavrov is a gloss, which has led 
to ddpdotw in place of idavré here. One would suppose from 
Ranae 1315 that iordrovov was a word used by Euripides. To 
call the fatal robe, ‘a net fashioned on the loom,’ would not be 
inappropriate. 

12,13; 1058, 1059 Here Cicero seems to have been no 
more able to make anything of Adyyy wedids than later commen- 
tators. He has consequently avoided the difficulty by rendering, 
hostilis dextera. But it is very unlikely Sophocles should have 
made so very general a statement, where a particular instance is 
rather required. eduds, I take it means ‘on foot,’ as opposed to 
something on horseback. I would suggest that these two verses 
should be read thus : cod tatra medias yyyevods Adyyxn otparod | ov6’ 
irmoBapwv p. abre Oypeos Bia. Thus the mounted Centaurs and 
the giants who fought on foot will be properly opposed to each 
other. I hold then that here Cicero had a corrupt text before 
him, and the same that we read. Tvydvrwv, which Cicero so dis- 
tinctly recognizes, has arisen I suppose from an explanation, and 
has led to the corruption of the original text, Cicero’s bifor- 
mato seems to be borrowed from the diva of 1095 (Cie. 38) , 
where he renders it ‘bicorporem.’ But he does not seem to know 
anything of 1096, and 1 do not believe he read it. There are 
however several reasons for supposing 1095, though vouched for 
by Cicero, to be an interpolation. First. The combat with the 
Centaurs has been before mentioned in 1059, where Cicero is 
clearly right in understanding @yjpes to refer to the Centaurs, 
though he seems to have in his mind a single Centaur. Second. 
It has in any case no place where we find it, for all the other 
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examples with which it is mixed up, belong to the twelve labours.’ 
Third. The epithets, dvi, irroBapova, are incompatible, and repre- 
sent two distinct views as to the nature of the Centaurs, the one 
answering to the earlier view that the Centaurs were a tribe of 
horsemen, the other to the later one, that they were a compound 
of aman anda horse. Fourth. The anapaest dudva is contrary 
to the usual practice of Sophocles, who as I will show avoids 
beginning a verse with an anapaest, unless it is contained in a 
proper name, while Aeschylus on the contrary seems to prefer 
doing so. I hold then imro8apova to have been transferred to 
the spurious verse 1095 from the genuine verse 1059. It should 
be noted that Cicero takes no notice of tmroBapywv, but it in no 
way therefore follows that he did not read it, any more than his 
amplification of éoyv éyw | yatav kabaipww ixopnv (1060, 1061) that 
we find in 16, 17 is a proof that he read any otherwise than we 
do now. Still I think his brief rendering of 1062, 1063 in 18, 
raises & suspicion of interpolation in those verses, and it seems to 
me he had only one verse before him, which perhaps was some- 
thing like this: dA\X’ dvépa rovde OjAvs €iXe yeip pov. 

1069 This verse, as Dindorf points out, is not acknowledged by 
Cicero and I do not doubt it isspurious, In 1068 then I think we 
should read for xeivys op&v, xefvys wépos, which is to some extent 
suggested by Cicero’s version of 1068 (22), while dpav is clearly 
due to the interpolation of 1069, 

1078 dciEw yap rad ex KxoAvupdrov, might seem not to be 
represented in Cicero’s version (28, 29) but it is in fact implied 
by the words, laceratum corpus. Hercules pulling open his 
garments as he utters the words, displays his body mangled by 
the poison. No version then would adequately render these 
words, unless accompanied by the appropriate action. 

1079-1086 Nothing that lies between the words, idot, beac be 
mavres, and 1087 is represented in Cicero's version, and I do not 
suppose he read what we find there now. His words (30, 31) 

1 No doubt the battle between Hercules and the Centaurs is connected with 
the story of the Erymanthian boar, and that has led to the insertion of 1095. 
where we find it. But the tragic poets seem to take the battle with the 


giants and that with the Centaurs together, as here in 1058, 1059, with 
which compare Here, Fur. 176-182. 
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are: Videte cuncti; tuque caelestum sator, | jace, obsecro, in 
me vim coruscam fulminis. I should suppose then what he 
read was something like this : idob, GedaGe ravres- (he calls on the 
by-standers to see his condition as well as Hyllus) dAAa, Aicoopat, 
continuing as we now read in 1087. Cicero's, caelestum sator, 
is I suppose to be accounted for by his combining évaé and 
mwarep, 80 that he understands Hercules not to invoke Zeus as his 
father, but as the father and king of the gods. It may of course 
be argued, that the passage in question was purposely left out by 
Cicero. The question is one of probability, and admits of no 
certain decision. I would observe however that 1080 is a some- 
what feeble verse, and that 1081-1084 simply expresses, what is 
more vigorously and concisely repeated in 1088, 1089. There is 
a somewhat similar instance in Strabo (p. 469), who in quoting 
from the Bacchae takes no notice of the words, as ék—yrtpos, 
(56-59) but joins on, ud 6’ eipyuara, in 59 to yvvaixes in 56, so 
that eipyuara applies to the women and not to the tympana. It 
‘is commonly held that there is a lacuna in his text, while I am 
of opinion that there is no lacuna but that the words in question 
are interpolated. One strong objection to them is, that they 
describe the tympanum as the invention of Bacchus and his 
mother Rhea, while in the Chorus (121-129) it is described as 
the invention of the Corybantes. A further objection is the 
occurrence of two successive verses beginning with trisyllabic 
feet, which even in the later plays of Euripides is a suspicious 
circumstance, except under these three conditions: 1st, that each 
verse, or, 2nd, one of them, begins with a proper name, 3rd 
that two similar or opposite words should be contrasted at the 
beginning of the verses, of which Suppl. 556, 557 is an example. 
I have also to observe that when these words are omitted 7 
becomes superfluous in 60, and BaciAea therefore impossible. I 
would then read for that word rvpavvix’, and thus 60 will no 
longer begin with a trisyllabic foot in succession to @iacos in 56, 
which will come immediately before 60, if the words referred to 
are left out. There is no difficulty in supposing Bacchus to call 
the women who follow him his etjpyyara, The word conveys 
precisely the same idea, as is contained in the interpolated 
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words, as ék—éuoi(56, 57). A not dissimilar use of evpya is to 
be found in 0.R. 1105 cif? 6 Baxyewos Jeos—o’ evpyya d€gar’ ex Tov 
Nupdav “EXtcwvidov. There no doubt evpyya in the sense of 
‘find,’ applies rather to ‘the Nymphs, and in that of, ‘ valued 
object,’ to Bacchus, while here both verses apply to Bacchus 
alone, but that does not seem to me a very serious difference. 

1092 is not represented in Cicero’s version (35, 36), nor I 
admit BovxkoAwy addotopa in 1091. I think however 1092 is 
spurious, and that we should read in 1091, Néweov Aégovra, for 
Nepeas évorxov, and that the verse was so read by Cicero. 

1098 dzpocpayov répas. Dindorf in his note on this verse 
gives reasons, which make me inclined to think we should read 
poaipaxov for ampoopayov. Cicero (40, 41) takes no notice of 
dmpocpaxov tépas, but neither did he take any of PovxoAwv 
dAdoropa, so that no certain inference can be drawn from this. 
Otherwise one might be inclined to regard the omission as a 
confirmation of paiwaxov, a word he might very possibly not 
understand. 

1099, 1100. (41, 42) én’ évyarors rorors (1100) seems to be 
borrowed from P.V. 348, has all the appearance of an inter- 
polation, and is not recognised by Cicero. Nor is there anything 
in the Greek on the other hand corresponding to tortu multi- 
plicabili, or to obtutu observantem, unless we should accept this 
as a paraphrase of givAaxa. I would suggest that the true 
reading 18: tov re woAvm)oKov | dpaxovra pyAwv ypucéwy éricKorov. 
mo\wrhoxov (compare Medea 482) would then correspond to tortu 
multiplicabili, and éxicxorov to obtutu observantem. 

From this analysis it would seem to result that though Cicero 
had before him a text free from many interpolations we now 
read, still it was itself corrupted in some important particulars. 

There is another interesting example of a Latin version of 
a very difficult, and as it now stands hardly intelligible passage of 
the Medea, to which I shall now refer. The version indeed is 
rather a paraphrase than a version, still there can be no doubt it 
is intended to give the sense of what we find in Med. 214-218, as 
follows: Kopiv@ta: yuvaixes, €EjAGov dopwv | foxy prod Te prepay’: 
oldu yap oAAovs Bporay | cewvovs yeyGras, Tois pev dupatwv amo, 


has 


XVi PREFACE 


Tovs ' év Gupaiors: | of 8 ad’ jovxou wodds | SvoKActav éxtyicavTo Ka} 
pabvatay. In Cicero’s Zp. Div. 7. 6. we find then a version by 
Ennius of this passage just given: Quo consilio profectus es id 
assiduitate et virtute consequere. Hoc tibi tam ignoscemus nos 
amici quam ignoscerent Medeae ‘quae Corinthiam arcem altam 
habebant matronae opulentae, optimates’: quibus illa manibus 
gypsatissimis persuasit, ne sibi vitio illae verterent, quod abesset 
a patria, nam, ‘Multi suam rem bene gessere et publicam patria 
procul: multi qui domi aetatem agerent propterea sunt 
improbati.’ Quorum in numero tu certe fuisses, nisi te 
extrusissemus. 

Here notwithstanding the great freedom of the translation, as 
shown by the amplification of the words Kopiv@tat yuvatxes, it 
will I think appear that the quotation we have before us is 
intended to represent the text of Euripides, as Ennius under- 
stood or misunderstood it. It strikes one no doubt as strange 
that Ennius should have attached to the words, é&jAGov ddpur, 
the sense, ‘I have left my home,’ but in spite ,of this we 
shall find I believe, that except in one important particular, 
Ennius had before him, and meant to render, what we now 
read, For it is clear that the words of Cicero taken from 
Ennius, ‘ ne sibi vitio illae verterent,’ exactly answer to, ‘ xy poi Te 
pepalyobe,’ only that his primary error as to é&AOov ddpwv has led 
him to render, ‘ Do not blame me,’ instead of, ‘ Lest you should 
blame me.’ So farall is clear, but at first sight it is not so easy 
to understand, what connexion, oida yap roAAovs Bpotay | cepvods 
yeyaras, Tovs pv dupdrwv dio,| roils 8 év Gupaiois, can have 
with, multi suam rem bene gessere et publicam patria procul. 
Ennius then understanding ceyzvois yeyoras in a good sense, as 
equivalent to, ‘having acquired distinction,’ has paraphrased it 
by, ‘rem suam et publicam bene gessere,’ while he has sup- 
posed that two ideas, that Euripides has kept distinct by rois pev, 
rovs Se, were in fact the same, and that both éuparwy dao, and év 
Ovpators, answered to theidea of patria procul. Now if & 
Ovpaiows means really among strangers, as Ennius understood it, 
and as I hold it actually to mean, dr’ éyparwv seems very im- 
properly opposed to it. Jf however we suppose Ennius to have 
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read, én0yevav dro, it is easy to see how he might have been led 
into imagining it to convey substantially the same idea as év 
Oupaios. For, apoyerav aro he would understand to mean, 
‘ away from their kindred’ or ‘ countrymen,’ and therefore ‘ among 
foreigners.’ No one so far as I can see has been able to give a 
satisfactory sense to éuparwv amv, whereas by reading époyevav 
amo, & clear and distinct meaning can as it seems to me be ob- 
tained. Reading then opnoyevav aro, I would render the passage 
thus : , 

Ladies of Corinth, I have come forth from the house, lest you 
should have occasion to find fault with me; for I know that 
many men of haughty bearing have incurred 1eproach, some from 
their own kinsfolk, and others among strangers. 

L conceive that the idea contained in péuynofe is to be re- 
peated after yeyiras, as though Euripides had written: olda yap 
moors Bporav cepvols yeyaras Sua TotTo Weyopmevovs (since 
ueudonat has no passive). 

We may observe that ‘qui domi aetatem agerent propterea 
sunt improbati,’ is plainly a rendering of of 8 dd’ yovyxou 
modes «.t.A., the primary error of understanding by ééjA@ov 
donwv, ‘ patria excessi,’ being repeated in the paraphrase of, oi 3’ 
ad yovxov odds, by, qui domi aetatem agerent. 

As regards épudrwv doo it may be further said, that whereas in 
the sense of ‘ out of sight,’ it will fit into the passage as Ennius 
understands it, yet none of the efforts to adapt it to the sense in 
which we understand the words is satisfactory : on the other hand 
époyevay aro is more suitable to Ennius’ version, and unless I am 
mistaken, in harmony with the passage correctly understood, 
which 6pparwy ao 1s not, 

An example of obvious and mischievous interpolations being 
accepted and deliberately approved by authors, who one would 
have supposed should have known better, is to be found in 
Plut. 2, p. 454c., where he says; dorep 7) ‘EXey rijv adeAdudzv 





mpocayopevoaca, mapfeve paxpov 67) paKkos ’HAcktpa ypovov, 
mapwevvev eimeiv, dye ye ppoveis ev ToTe AuTovo’ aigypas dopovs. 
Now as to this last verse two things are obvious : first, that it is 
not the retort to the one first quoted, for that is Orest. 72, and 
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this 97, whereas it should be found between 80 and 87; second, 
that it is spurious. If any one will examine the passage for 
himself, he will see that 101 not 99 properly and naturally 
answers to 98, raising the presumption that 99, 100, are spurious. 
He will further note that it is Electra’s eue to conciliate’ Helen, 
and that she endeavours to do so, as far as her savage nature 
and her detestation of Helen as an abandoned woman will allow 
her. Her real feelings are sufficiently indicated by the genuine 
verse 103, the hostile intention of which is evident, though there 
is no direct reproach addressed to Helen, for the feeling of the 
Argives towards her is merely stated as a fact. But what we 
find in 99 is direct and open abuse, involving a solecism in art, of 
which Euripides would be the last man to be guilty. 

The real retort indeed to 72 is contained in the words, paxdpids 
# o wos roots, in 86, where Electra with ferocious irony implies 
that Menelaus is a lucky man to possess so admirable a wife as 
Helen. Nothing no doubt under the circumstances could be 
more imprudent, but a woman of Electra’s temper, could not be 
expected to refrain from replying by a coup-de-griffe to the spite- 
ful insolence of Helen. Here then is a fine scene deformed by 
a clumsy interpolation at least as old as the time of Plutarch, 
and probably far older, and as it would seem generally accepted 
as the genuine text of Euripides. Nothing indeed can be more 
admirable than the manner in which he depicts the malice of the 
one woman, and the deadly hatred of the other, poorly disguised 
by a flimsy mask of good-will, and it is precisely here that the 
interpolator intrudes his tasteless rubbish. 

To take another example—Eur. Phoen. 515, 516, wav yap 
é€aipet Adyos | 0 Kal cidnpos woAcuiwy Spavevey av. Here a mani- 
festly unsatisfactory reading might be supposed to be supported 
by Plutarch’s authority, if we could be quite sure that he read 
what in our texts he is credited with reading. For we find in 
Plut. Vit. Pyrrhi. 14: éBeBaiow ro Evpurideov, ore wav éfatpet 
Aoyos, 6 Kat cidypos woAcuiwy dpaceev av. ‘O your [hippos cdeye 
mAetovas woAcis trod Kuveov trois Adyos, 7 Tots GrAas bp’ éavTov 
mpooixGat. We should then expect zAc/ov’ rather than way if the 
metre would admit, and # xai, not 6 cai. And this view we shall 
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find confirmed by Julian, who (p. 73 b.) thus alludes to this pas- 
sage: BacwXeis 6’ ob pev aAxis Epyov éori kal Guwod yprrat Tots OrA0ts 
Kat Kparet €upPovAia, ov d€ povov edenoe yvapys, Tatty KvBepva kai 
KarepyaleTal Tpaypara Toravra roca ovde 6 aidypos éLeA€tv ioyveret. 
A quotation however by Themistius of the same verses throws 
some light on the matter. He says (Or. xiv. p. 175, ed. Steph. 
1562) as d€ roc copov 4 tpaywoia, Kai dOeyyerat ewagia Tips 
hbeyyomevns, woAAG éfarpet Adyos, & Kat cidnpos TOAEuLOS Opdcelev GY, 
where I suspect we should read yy for «ai, and possibly too in our 
text of Euripides. Themistius seems to be quoting incorrectly 
from memory, but here again we should expect r\efova—) xai, 
though I admit roAAa—8 pr) will give a satisfactory sense, and one 
might be disposed to think that roAAd (i.e. woAAa y') was the true 
reading, were it not for the passages I have quoted from Plutarch 
and Julian. I think then that yap, which is not to be found in 
Plutarch or Themistius, is an intruder, and that we should read 
mhetov’ é€aipe? Adyos in 515, and # «ai in the next verse, Ishould 
then suppose that in the original text of Plutarch it was or 
w\ciova and # kai, and that it was corrected (as he supposed) by 
some copyist from our present text of Euripides. I am of course 
aware that in Plutarch we could not expect to find ydp for it is 
replaced by ori, but that is not the case with the quotation ‘as 
given by Themistius. 

Another kind of interpolation is of verses quoted from the 
tragic poets by some author, and from him transferred to the 
text of the plays we read. A singular instance of this, where the 
author is supposed to quote the verse which has been interpo- 
lated from him, is to be found in Bacchae 8: ruddmeva, diov re 
mupos ért Lacav dddya. It is alleged that re, which is doubly 
contra metrum, can be left out, and that the verse is quoted by 
Plutarch (Vit. Sol. 1). I deny both these assertions ; we cannot 
do without re, and the verse is not quoted by Plutarch, bat 
borrowed from him by the interpolator. In Plutarch (/. ¢.) we 
find : kai rapepiAage tupopévyv ddpot wupds ers Laoav dAdya, which 
in the Teubner edition is most unwarrantably altered to ruddpeva 
diov rvpis Er: Licay ddrdya, to make it correspond with the text of 
Euripides, rupépeva being very absurdly supposed to be in agree- 
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ment with what follows dddéya, viz. tiv épwrikyy pynwyv Kat yapLv. 
tudonevnv however has nothing to do with the verse quoted by 
Plutarch, to which the words, ddpod rupos ert Caray dAoya, alone 
belong, and which is therefore imperfect at the beginning by three 
syllables. The interpolator having stolen the idea from Plutarch 
changed diov to adpot, I suppose to conceal the fraud, though with 
as much success as an ostrich who fancies it is hidden when it 
places its head ina bush. But as will appear from various ex- 
amples, it seems to be an invariable practice of such interpolators 
to make some kind of alteration in the verses they steal. He 
wrote then dvov, failing apparently to see that re was required, 
which was afterwards inserted by some corrector in defiance of 
metre, though had dépot been retained re might have been placed 
in the verse salvo metro. He then added 9 out of his own 
head, making bad worse. For these verses would make Dionysus 
state that smoke still ascended from the ruins of his mother’s 
house, which might be tolerated, but he adds that this is an ever- 
lasting memorial of Hera’s triumph over Semele, Yet in the 
verses that follow, he views the scene with complacency, and 
commends Cadmus for turning the spot into a sacred enclosure 
in honour of his mother’s memory. 8, 9 then are out of 
harmony with what follows, and thus convict themselves of 
interpolation. I would further note that at the outset they 
render themselves suspicious by the fact that they both begin 
with a trisyllabic foot, without falling under the conditions I have 
pointed out (p. xiv.), and this suspicion appears to be confirmed 
by what they contain. 

Another instance of this kind deserves notice because the 
apparent quotation by Plutarch of Jph. A. 449, 450, might lead 
to the inference that the part of the play in which they occur 
was genuine, while on the contrary they seem to have been bor- 
rowed from him. He says (Vit. Nie. 5 ad fin.), ra 8’ Gyre Tovodros 
7v & Nuxtov Bios, war’ airov etrety To Tou 'Ayapeuvovos els airov’ 
mpootarny de tov Biov | Tov dyKov éyomev, TO 0 SyAw SovAcioper. 
Here the objection will at once occur that, supposing Nicias 
really applied these verses to himself, they cannot belong to the 
Iph. A,, for that was not written till after Nicias’ death, 
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Let us suppose however that some anecdote-monger put these 
words into Nicias’ mouth, and it might be alleged with some 
probability that they might be from the /ph. A., and that neither 
he nor Plutarch would trouble himself about the anachronism. 
I would call then attention to the form in which they present 
themselves in our (so-called) text of Euripides. In Plutarch we 
have a statement full of point, and I do not doubt Euripidean, 
for it is expressed in a manner thoroughly characteristic of him. 
Agamemnon says, that we make pomp and position our god, that 
we place this as it were before our doors, as our tutelary deity, 
and that with all this vain show, we are nothing after all but 
the slaves of the populace. In our Jph. A. on the other hand we 
find this sentence given in the following pointless and unmeaning 
fashion: mpocraryy b€ tod Biov | rov dijwov exyouev Ta 7’ dyhw 
dovlevouev. It is not easy to suppose that any mere copyist 
would have so deformed the words of Euripides, but an interpo- 
lator taking them over from Plutarch might very well have so 
dealt with them. The substitution of djyov for oyxev turns a 
pointed statement into a mere tautology. 

I would like however to point out that the verses that intro- 
duce these words seem to be slightly corrupted and wrongly 
punctuated, and that the confusion has been increased by the 
erities placing arayra at the beginning of 448 instead of 449, and 
dvoAfa at the beginning of 449 instead of 448. Restoring then 
these words to their original position, I would read 447-450 thus : 
kat yap Saxptoat padiws abrots éyet | dvodBa 7’ elreiv, of dé yevvaton 
dvow (P. C. ra be yervaiw diow) | aravra raira (P. C. have a full 
stop after TavTa) TMpooraryy TE (P. C. ye) tov Biov, | rov dyov eXomev 
Ta T OxAw dovAcioper. i.e. For it is easy for them to weep and 
lament themselves, but we who are of noble birth, in all these 
things have the people as the patrons of our life, and are slaves 
to the multitude. The words then as given in Plutarch would 
seem to have a totally different sense and connexion from what 
they haye here, I would observe that the slight alteration I 
have made in the text removes the difficulty as to dvoA@a and 
aravra, and justifies the first person in éyouer, which otherwise 
does not well connect with what goes before, 
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An example of verses bodily taken over from another play, 
and slightly altered, as we have found in the two cases I have 
treated, is to be found in Andr, 1283, where we read: od yap 
wor’ dv mpageay €x Gea kaxOs, Which does not very well connect 
with what goes before. But in Stob. 70, 10 we find: Edpimidov 
év’Avrioreia. maar d' dyyéAAw Bporois | éoOA@v az’ dvipav ciyery 
areipew téxva. | ov yap wor’ dv mpdgeay és TéAos Kaxos. Here we 
see at once that the verse in question connects better with the 
two that go before it, than it does with those which precede it in 
the Andromache. We may then safely infer it is interpolated 
there, without laying any particular stress, as it would be unsafe 
to do, on the fact that it is quoted as from the Antiope in 
Stobaeus, though here the presumption is strengthened by the 
very verses which precede 1283 being quoted without it by 
Stobaeus in 72, 3. I would take occasion to observe that where 
in Stob. 72, 4, five verses are quoted as from the Crressae, with the 
note (in the Oxford ed. of 1822) that the last three are from Eur. 
Elec. 1097-1099, there is no more reason to suppose they belong 
there than to the Cressae, for they might be left out without 
injury to sense or connexion, and therefore Stobaeus is entitled 
to the benefit of the doubt, 

Before proceeding to an examination of the plays in detail, I 
will give an example of a form of corruption, at once very 
common and very pernicious, | mean the intrusion of glosses into 
the text, either along with the word they explain or what is far 
worse and far more common in place of it. My example will be 
of the former kind, and is contained in Ajax 562, 563, where we 
read: rotov muAwpov diAaxa Tedkpov audi cot | Aciw tpodas doxvov 
éuwa, kel Tavev «.7-A. Here it is clear that vAaxa is a gloss on 
avAwpov, and it should be clear that the form éuma, which is a 
consequence of its intrusion, is inadmissible, I would read then : 
Totov rvAwpoy api vol A€ivw Tpopis | doxvov euras, Tedkpov, & rai, 
Kel TAVUV K.T.As 

I am tempted here to add a remarkable example not from 
the tragic poets, but from an epigram ascribed to Anacreon, and 
at any rate of antique grace and simplicity, and well worthy to 
be freed from the corruption which has deformed it, I refer to 
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I will give it first as we find it in the Cod. Vat. and then as I 
conceive it should be read, 
7 Tov Giprov éyouo’ “EXtcwvias, 7 Te Tap’ adTy 
Eavéirmrn TAavky 7’, és xopov épydpmevat 
€€ opeos yupetot, Awriow d€ depovor 
KUTOOV, Kal TTapvAyy, Tiova Kai yijapov. 
I would read : 


7 Tov Gipoov exyova’ “EAtkwrids, al te wap’ adr7 
EavOirry TAavxy 7’, és d¢ xopov ovpevac 
ef dpeos xwpeior, Awviow dé dépovet 
Kiroov, kal oradvAnv, miova Kal yijapov. 

The gloss o7epydpuevar got into the text, was altered metri gratia 
to épyouevar, and led to the whole confusion by expelling the 
necessary particle dé. 

I have now only to state certain marks, which I conceive to be 
evidence, that a verse is spurious or has been tampered with. 

First: Absence of caesura. Second: If the cretic canon is 
violated. Third: If an anapaest in a proper name (except in the 
first place) does not conform to the rule, that the name could not 
be brought into the verse at all without it. Fourth: If the form 
MevéAaos (as opposed to MevcAews) is found in any verse that does 
not belong to a lyric part of the play, ¢.¢. in iambics or tetra- 
metre trochaics. Fifth: Elision of ca (in tragedy, for it is admis- 
sible in the satyric drama). Sixth ; (in Aeschylus) If two succes- 
sive verses begin with a trisyllabic foot ; (in Sophocles) if so begin- 
mpg they do not both begin with a proper name ; (in Euripides 
except in the later plays) unless under the rules I have already 
stated (p. xii.), The most frequent examples of successive verses 
beginning with trisyllabic feet in Euripides (not under the rules 
referred to) are to be found in the Orestes the Phoenissae and the 
Bacchae, and naturally in the spurious parts of the Jph. A. That 
some of these may be genuine I[ will not deny, but it can be shown 
conclusively in some cases, and plausible reasons may be adduced 
in others for believing, that the verses where they occur, were 
either not written at all, or not so written, by Euripides. That 
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no genuine instance occurs of more than two such verses 
succeeding each other lam positive. It is noteworthy that the 
fairly numerous instances in that comparatively early play the 
Hecuba (sixth in Dindorf’s list, but fifth as I should count, for I 
do not acknowledge the Heraclidae which stands fourth as the 
work of Euripides) are all of verses, each of which begins with a 
proper name. The Alcestis (1) contains one example, falling 
under no rule, which I propose to show has arisen from alteration ; 
the Medea and Hippolytus (2, 3) none; the Andromache (5) one, 
where only one of the verses begins with a proper name. Seventh : 
Absence of augment, unless in lyric passages, or (Aeschylus and 
Sophocles) at the beginning of a verse to avoid an anapaest. 
As to this it is remarkable, that while Sophocles in any case 
avoids beginning a verse with an anapaest unless contained in a 
proper name, Aeschylus seems to have a preference for doing so, 
except in this one particular case, where the augment forms part 
of the anapaest. 

My corrections and suggestions are almost wholly confined 
to the dramatic parts of the plays, for my entire ignorance of the 
laws of choric metres unfits me for dealing with lyric passages, 
These indeed though even more subject to corruption than the 
dramatic part, are less liable I conceive to interpolation, nor are 
such interpolations to the same extent mischievous there, as when 
they affect the dramatic action properly so called. 

I should add that the readings I propose are intended merely 
as suggestions, and that I should be the last person to wish they 
should be inserted in the text. Were I indeed to have any share 
in editing the tragic poets I should be far more anxious to re- 
move the many unwarrantable and uncertain emendations in- 
truded into the text by modern editors, than desirous of bringing 
in other corruptions of my own coining. 

I also wish it to be understood that I agree with Dindorf as to 
all verses he rejects as interpolated, unless I state that I do not. 


NOTES AND EMENDATIONS 


TO 


AESCHYLUS, SOPHOCLES, AND EURIPIDES 


AESCHYLUS, P.T. 


Berore dealing with this and the other plays of Aeschylus, I 
have to observe that owing to his being less popular than 
Sophocles and Euripides he has on the whole been less subject 
to interpolation. The interpolations, moreover, have generally 
the appearance of being ancient, and for the most part attempt, 
and not altogether unsuccessfully, to imitate his style. 

The plays of Aeschylus seem to have been performed by two 
actors only. ‘There is nothing in contradiction to this in the 
opening scene of the play before us, for Prometheus is merely a 
lay-figure, and the actor, who afterwards speaks his part from a 
place where he is not seen by the audience, is one of the two 
who appear there. 

49 The MS. reading is éxpaxOy not éerayfy, Dor is éraxhy 
such an emendation as should have been admitted into the 
text. I would read: drav6’ imetcet, wAyv 6 Oeotor Kowpaviv. 
Disappearance of 6 led to xotpavGv being changed to xotpaveiv, 
and iweikee being understood in the same impersonal sense as 
exe is in //. 18. 520, where the Schol. explains it by éveyspeu. 
The verse then, so altered, was understood to mean: All things 
are possible, except to rule over the gods, and érpay6y got iuto 
the text as an explanation of treixe:, or took the place of some 
explanation that would not fit into the verse. 1 understand 
then; All things obey, except only he who rules over the gods. 


B 
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This gives a sense at once satisfactory in itself, and in harmony 
with the verse that follows. 

51 I would read: éyvwxa: roicde y’ ovdev avrereitv Eyw. This 
seems to me more spirited, and ye is to be expected in replies of 
this kind. +’ was, I suppose, corrupted to r leading to xovdev. 

66 Dindorf has this note: ireperévw. ftrocréw pr. m. drep 
orevw Schuetzius. I think then we should read trocréw. ‘I 
groan by reason of your sufferings.’ The gen. with iro ex- 
presses the circumstances which induce Hephaestus to lament. 

90 dvypibpov yeAacpa. I would render yeAacpa ‘ sparkle’ 
not ‘smile.’ The primary meaning of yeA\aw appears to be 
‘shine.’ Ridentibus undis (Luer. v. 1003) is not a parallel 
expression, for ridentibus there is purely metaphorical, and does 
not imply any actual appearance. The placid and harmless ap- 
pearance of the waves induces men to venture on the sea, 
Another instance of an attempt to father modern sentimentality 
on Aeschylus is to be found in the rendering of dppdrev év 
axnvias (Agam. 419) by ‘the eyes’ blank gaze.’ There is no 
reference whatever to the eyes of the statues, or more properly 
I should say caryatids. The meaning simply is that in the 
absence of the eyes of the mistress of the house all its ornaments 
have lost their charm for Menelaus. For the meaning of the 
rare word dyyvia compare Choeph. 301, where though I believe 
the verse to be interpolated, yet it is I think interpolated by one, 
who was no stranger to the language and manner of Aeschylus, 
Knowing no other instance of dyyvia but these two I will not 
venture to say that the sense attributed to adynviats Agam. 419 is 
an impossible one. It seems to me, however, that dynvia simply 
means a need, being compounded of 4 copulativum and yaive, and 
so the draé Aeyopevoy, dyiv (Theocr. 16. 33) signifies ‘ needy,’ and 
is explained by the poet himself in the words, reviay dxrjpova 
k\aiwv. I should notice, however, that Suidas explains ayyvia by 
dopia, wevia, and quotes a verse from the Amphiaraus of Aristo- 
phanes making a third example. 

106-113 This passage appears to me to be interpolated. In 
106, otre oryay ore py oryav, seems very little to the point, and 
imitated from 197, 198. What follows (107-110) appears to 
arise from reminiscences of 7, 8; 82, 83, while the clause 7 
didacKxa\os—tpoorerapmevos (MS. reading taccadeipevos) seems 
based on 252-256, Compare also 620 which is almost identical 
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with 112. It appears to me, too, that a soliloquy of this kind, 
which would be appropriate in a prologue is somewhat out of 
place, when it states nothing which the first scene has not already 
made clear to the audience. 

117 Assuming that Dindorf is right in supposing this verse 
should be an iambic, I should be disposed to read it thus: ris 
TOVOE YwpEl TEepwoviov ert oKoTYY ; Tayov being an explanation of 
oxoryv ; for reppovioy éxi rayov is the MS. reading. The present 
xXwpet Seems More appropriate than the aorist ‘kero, and I do not 
think the objection to repydvov, that it occurs here and nowhere 
else, of so much weight, considering that it is as legitimate a 
formation from répywy as Tépycos is from repo. 

_ 210 to me at least has all the appearance of an interpolation, 
arising from the desire of the interpolator to air his mytho- 
logical learning. 

237 Dindorf has this note: rd rats (ror super rais a m. paullo 
recentiore) I would read: toiiode toivuy wypovaior, vey would 
disappear before yu. But a comparison with 306 might lead 
one to suppose that 237, 238 are interpolated. 

239 I do not think there is any serious corruption in this 
verse. It will suffice to read riféuevos for rpoféuevos, 7c having 
disappeared after zw, and having been ineptly supplied by 
po. 

248 The MS. reading is @yyrovs 7’. I would read then 
Gvyrous y’. 

264-267 I think we should read thus: tov xaxis | xpdo- 
govra- TavG amavra de Evveis eyw | Ovytois dpiyywv abros yipduyv 
wovous. 

313 Restoring ydAov (for which Dindorf reads 6yAov with 
Doederlein) I would read 314 thus: poydwv Exare warduiv elvar 
Soxeiv. mapdvta a gloss on rov viv expelled éxati, and confused 
everything. 

378 I would restore vooovorys, which indeed seems to be 
indicated by iarpoi and confirmed by 384. dépyjs should not be 
understood in the sense of ‘anger,’ but of ‘temper,’ ‘dis- 
position.’ In any case it is hardly justifiable to insert such an 
emendation as feovrys into the text. 

458 dices. Dindorf has this note: dSo0vs. Stob, Hel. Phys. 1.1. 


dytoAas in 457 would suggest dvcas here, and it does not seem 
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likely that ducers would be altered to é5ovs. I am disposed then 
to think that Stobaeus’ reading is the true one. 


623 Io should speak but one verse, and 622 gives a perfectly 
clear and satisfactory sense by itself. I think then that 628 is 
interpolated. 

636 I rather suspect this verse is interpolated, for it is un- 
necessary, and one would expect Prometheus to speak four 
verses only like the Chorus. 


653 I suspect that the words, zo(uvas—zarpds are inter- 
polated, and that we should read 653, 654 thus: Aepdva, Ads ds 
Oppa Awpyoy woGov' 

721, 722 This, and Choephori 186, 187, are the only instances 
in Aeschylus of two consecutive verses beginning with a tri- 
syllabic foot. In Sophocles the only authentic instance is 
Phil. 605, 606 where each verse begins with a proper name. My 
theory then would be that Aeschylus did not admit the practice 
at all, and Sophocles only where each verse began with a proper 
name, I would suppose that here we should read oxoras for 
Kopypas (compare Agam. 309) xopydas being an explanation 
of oxords, and in Choeph. 187 xovpav for wAdxayov (compare 
v. 226). 

765 I should prefer to read us for fyrov here, and Oeuerov 
with Brunck for pyrév in 766. 

776 Codd. puydé. Blomf. yy tr. I would read: xai pyxed 
auTns K.T.A. 

791, 792 I think the appearance of a lacuna is due to 
interpolation, which is also suggested by the repetition, repdoys 
(790) wepdoa (792). I would suggest reading 791-793 thus: 
nies prAoyaras HAvorT Bets Toros, | Ta Topydveta wédva x.7.A. 

807 For 8% yqv I should prefer 8 gr. Sez. might have been 
corrupted to dey. 





835 I believe to be interpolated as Dindorf suggests. 


839-841 I should prefer: ypdvos 8 6 péAAwy 'Ionov movrov 
uvxov, | THS os Topeias prnpa Tots Bporois, Kare. cadas ér- 
(oracat, and waowv, have all the appearance of interpolations. 

847-849 I would read: NetAov mpos aire ordpart, rodrep 
eudpova | éradav arapBet Zevs oe Onoeras xepi : éradav drapPel is 
in my judgment certainly no interpolation, and confirmed and 
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required by what follows, while kai mporydpari (847) and Oeyiv 
povov (849) have every appearance of being so. 

854 This verse by a strange carelessness of the printers has 
been left out in Dindorf. 

856 For dveyiwv I should prefer rév dpoévev, which OnAvomopos 
in 855 seems to suggest. Compare Suppl. 393, 817. dvebiow I 
should regard then as an explanation of ovyyevy in 855. 

859-861 I would read: yduous, MeAaoyia dé yaia cospara | eet 
Sapevrwv vuxrippoupytw Opdoe. Of this verse, I believe, there 
was a variant, “Apec dapévrwy déferar OyAverovw, which has led 
to the confusion we find, and the interpolation of déovov de 
cwparav efe Oeds in 899. 

948 Dindorf has this note: dy. Fort. ob ut 996. But 
possibly the words zpos év—xpdrous are borrowed from there 
and interpolated, and we should read 948, 949 thus: aidav 
oe, Kol py TaiTd y aivixtypiws, reading avwyey for davwyé a’ 
in 947. 

970 With Kiehl I believe this verse to be interpolated. 

1008, 1009 The MS. reading is réyyer yap ovdév, ode pad- 
Garon Acrais—épais, 1 would read (1008-1010) ; réyyer yap ovder, 
ovde paddacoe Airais: | drap daxwv ro oToptov ws veofvyys | rwAos 
aodpuver kal rpos Hvias payee. I borrow drap edodpive from 1011, 
beeause [ regard 1011-1013 as interpolated. I believe the gloss 
Biate: to have eventually led to the interpolation of 1011-1013. 
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10-16 Dindorf takes 13 to be interpolated. I think that is 
rather true of 12, and omitting it, I would read dore for @ ‘ort 
in 13. Again it appearsto me that the clause rids-réxvors te 
(15-16) is interpolated and that we should read: Bwyoin, Tq re 
patpt pirrdry tpops. 

21 Dindorf has this note: xai zpiv, Halmius et Ritschelius. 
SiC kai wpiy wey (Verum non cum presenti sed cum imperfecto 
eonjunctum) et viv dé sibi respondent apud Soph. Ajax 1211. 
I would read then: kai wpiv pév és 108’ jap ed pperev Geos. The 
vov dé follows in 24. 

70 This verse seems to me to suit ill with what follows, and is 


IT suspect interpolated, 
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72-76 All that follows éxéapvionre down to ddx) in 76, ap- 
pears to me interpolated, and I would read: éapvioyre: fvva 5 
éAmi~w Aeyew, leaving it out. 


195 I see no occasion for this verse which Dindorf has placed 
in the text suo periculo, in place of a more ancient interpolation. 
I would read in 196: ef tis S€ py dpyns «7A. It frequently 
happens that a dislike to a crasis of this kind leads to interpo- 
lation. 


265 I do not see what éxros oto’ dyaAparwv can mean. I would 
read ; éxros ovo’ aiayparwv. 

271-280 I agree with Dindorf that 273-277 (wrongly stated 
in his text as 272-276) should be left out, and also 279, but I 
do not think 273-277 represent any lacuna. I would read 271- 
280 thus : éya 8 ywpas trois Oeotow evyouat | redtovdpois Te Kayopas 
ériurxorois, | Addvpa dawv doupimnyh ayvots dépos | Oyoew: TowdT 
érevyou pi) diAoctévws | ov pot, patatos pyde civ rordiypacw. IT 
borrow 6@;jcev from the rejected verse 277. 

282-285 I regard the words, rév peyav tporov, in 283 and, 
dyyeAous orepyvovs te kai, in 285 as interpolated, and I would 
read thus: éyw dé€ y’ avdpas €€ éuol civ éBdope | eis Exrareryets 
éfddous tagw wodwv, | dvrnpéras éyOpoter, mpiv Tayvppobovs «x.T.X. 

375, 376 Dindorf has this note: Hi duo versus tamquam 
prowmium sunt septem qui sequuntur nuntii sermonum de septem 
Argivorum ducibus, quibus respondent de totidem Thebanorum 
ducibus sermones Kteoclis, pari ab utraque parte versuum numero. 
This last assertion I believe to be a delusion, which has led 
Dindorf to assume non-existing lacunas after 471 and 545, 


381 I suspect is interpolated, and that in 382 we should 
read: Geivwy dveider pavtw Oixdidny Boa x.7.A. 

380 Dindorf has the note: expectes potius xeivos, and with 
Heimsoeth I would read xetvos for Tvdeis regarding the latter as 
an explanation. 

392,393 appears to me encumbered with interpolation. 
Perhaps we should read: péver rap’ dyOats rotapuiauw, trros as 
KT. 

400-402 can I think hardly be right. Perhaps we should 
read for 400, 401 vié & av A€yes od 7ad' ex’ dowidos Kupeiv, which 
would connect well with 402, 
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403-406 seems to me a clumsy expansion of what has gone 
before, and certainly interpolated. 

411-413 is I believe interpolated, and leaving this out I 
would read MeAavirrov for MeAdverros in 414. 412, 413 seem to 
be copied from 475. 

428, 429 What is meant by Avs “Epw I cannot imagine, and 
the aorist inf. cyefeiv seems clearly out of place, for the future inf. 
is required, Moreover the MS. reading is rijv not vw in 428. My 
idea is that 430, 431 are interpolated and that leaving these out 
we should read .428, 429 thus: ovd’ 7 od’ dorpari | Aws wédor 
oxqwac’ dv éurobdayv cyeGor. 

435-436 The MS. reading in 435 is rowde hwri repre tis 
éverjoera. where ris is clearly intended for éers. I would 
read 435, 436 thus: rowwde wéur doris ope pi Tpéras pevel. 

437 To this verse I can assign no reasonable sense and I 
think it is interpolated. Leaving it out I would read in 438 
kal T@OE wri Tov paryv povypatos. Kai rade to him as well as 
Tydeus., 

440-446 I am disposed to regard this passage as an interpo- 
lation. The abrupt and unconnected manner in which it comes 
in, and its style generally leads me to think so. 444-446, which 
are in a good style, seem to be suggested by 430, 451 which I 
regard as interpolated. 

449-450 I also feel a good deal of suspicion as to these 
verses. 

457-459 Here there is certainly interpolation, as the absence 
of a caesura in 457 shows. I would read then 457-459 thus : 
kal pv Tpitw AaxdvTe Kai tpitos waAos | é& wrriov ‘rHdnoew 'Ereo- 
k\w kpavous. | 

465-467 I would read 465, 466 thus: éeoynaricpeévos 8 dvinp 
ér domidos | dépwv BEByxe Khyudxwv rpocapBdces, leaving out 
467. The words rov péyav tpérov in 465, have all the appearance 
of an interpolation. 

470 I would read here kat rad’ ér’ dvdpa ypy réwrew hepeyyvor, 
rejecting 471 as an interpolation. 

472-476 Rejecting 472 and 475 I would read this passage 
thus: xat 69 wéreunta: orépua tod araptav yevous | Meyapeis, os 
ov Tove’ év xepolv ExovTa wep | Kourov, ofnbeis K.7.A, 


bi 
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478 I would read: % kai 3’ dvdpe, rovde tov 7 éx’ dowidos. 
woAurn I take to be derived from the interpolated verse (us I 
hold it to be) 467. 

505-509 I think 6éAwv—riyns (505, 506), and ‘Epyis—éverry- 
gerat (508, 509) are interpolations and that we should read these 
verses thus: xar’ dvépa rotrov qpéOy, pwpynros dv | ovr’ eldos ore 
Ovpov olt orAwv oyeow, leaving out the rest. 

5268 is supplied by Dindorf. I think this is unnecessary, 
and that we should read in 526: [ap@evoraiov atre rév méumrrov 
A€yw, and that otrws yévorro expelled IlapGevoraiov. 

530 seems to me to be certainly interpolated, and omitting it, 
I would read in 529 céGa for eye. 

939-542 I cannot doubt that there is much interpolation and 
confusion here. Perhaps we should read the passage thus: én’ 
deomidos yap TO woAews alo-yos venet, | Shiyy’ apootrov Aapmpov €x- 
Kpovaroy d€nas. 

544 I also regard as interpolated with Halm. 


550-552 I regard as interpolated, and would begin Eteocles’ 
speech with 553, reading there, cai rad’ éreorev. 


556-559 I should prefer to read: ds obk dave oyna punto 
ddxous | widas dmeiat woAcuias ex’ domidos, and to reject 560-562 
as interpolated. 

569 The example of ‘Iwrouédovros in 488 seems to show that 
except in the first. place Aeschylus did not think an anapaest 
could be introduced into iambic verse even ina proper name, [ 
would read then for ’Apduipew Biav, OixAéous yovov. Aeschylus 
in fact, being able to describe Amphiaraus otherwise, seems 
carefully to avoid mentioning him by name, because of the 
anapaest. I would also note that there should be a comma after 
apirrov. : 

604, 605 I think we should read these verses thus : 6AwAev dv 
dikaLos dvopact évvwy, and I would leave out 607, 608 as interpolated. 

609-612 Here there is doubtless much interpolation. I would 
read: otrws 6 pavtis, ards dy cbppwv avijp, | Oparvetopourt cup- 
puyeis Bia dpevar. 

620 I should prefer, duws 6¢ trode dwri AacGevors Biav. 

622-624 In 622, 623 I would read: yépovra tov vodv, xeipa 8’ 
ov Bpadiverat, leaving out the rest and 624, It seems clear to 


ow 
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me that the whole clause, cdpxa—dopv, with the exception of 
xeipa 8 ot Bpadiverat is interpolated, and it only makes bad worse 
simply to leave out 623 as Dindorf does. 

625 This verse also strikes me as being interpolated. 

632-635 I would read thus: Adtw, xaciyvyrov cov, bs Karev- 
xera, leaving out all the rest as interpolated, and joining on to 
636. 

640, 641 I would read in one verse: xadci yevérGar rovd 
éromTypas Avrov. 

642-645 I would read: éyer 6€ oj éx’ doridos ypvoyAaror, 
dirAow: yuvi) yap avépa tevynotiy aye. 

646-648 I regard the clause, cat réAw —ériotpodas as an 
interpolation, and I would read : Aixy 8 ap’ civai ¢yow, dvdpa rovdc 
te | qKew Kardéovo', ds A€éyer Ta ypdppara. 

649 is a verse of Dindorf’s own coining. I am hardly pre- 
pared to accept it, and rejecting with him the verse he calls 650a, 
I would read 6502, in place of 649 in this form: ov 8’ airos 
ciget THO Eh’ Ov wéeurrew Soxel, and reject 651, 652 as interpolated. 

653-657 I would reject as interpolated. 

658-672 I would read thus: 7G «dpr’ érwvipw ye, Modvvel«y 
Aéyu, | tay’ cicdperOa robrionp' Gay teAct- | i ve Kardger xpvod- 
TevktTa ypappora. | ei 6’ 7 Atos ais of mapyy, tax’ av rod’ qv | GAN’ 
ovre vw duyovta pytpobev oxdtov, | ovr’ év tpodaicw, ovr’ ébyBy- 
cavra Tw, | Aixy mpoceider ovde viv rapacraret, | 7 Ont’ ay ety wav- 
dikas Wevddvupos. | GAN’ airos elut, trade Kal Evotycopa. What 
follows 672 to the end of the speech I believe to be interpolated. 
Never I suppose was there any scene so pestered with interpola- 
tions as this scene between Eteocles and the messenger. 

683-685 I hold with Dindorf that there is something wrong 
with these verses. Perhaps we should read them thus: cizep 
KaTW pf ayo. Tis aloyivys Gtep, | EoTw* pdvoy yap év TeOvyKOTW Tobe 
| xépdos xax@y 8’ dv ovrw’ eixAciav déyots. xdtw pw’ May possibly 
have been corrupted to xaxdv, and xacypav I regard as‘an interpo- 

792, 793 I do not think there is any lacuna, but that we 
should simply read’: @apae, wodis wédevye SovAtov Lvydv, Gapoe 
because the choragus is addressed, of which there are many 
examples in this play. aides pytépwv teOpaypevar scarcely com- 
mends itself as Aeschylean. 
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1004 At this verse I believe the actor who represents 
Ismene leaves the stage, and reappears as the Herald. 

1007-1010 These verses seems to me much encumbered with 
interpolations. I would read; ’EreoxAda piv tovde yas KaTacKd- 
dais | Oarrew edoge, woAcpiovs érei cTéywr, and so join on to 1011, 
leaving out the rest. 

1029-1041 This passage is to my mind a mass of interpola- 
tions. Leaving out 1029-1034, and 1040, 1041, I would en- 
deavour to restore it thus: ot pay Kives rovd’, ode KowWoydoropes 
| Aveot omdoovrat, pi) Soxnodrw tiwi: | rahov yap aita@ kat Kara- 
okddas éyw | KdArw Kovw dépovea pnyavijropa 

1045 For rpayw’: aGartos, I would read tpayvs y' x.t.X. 

1047 The Scholiast commenting on this verse has this: ra 
mept THS TYLHs ToUTOV iwd Tov Heavy ov Kéxptrac kax@s. He appears 
then to have read not ov but ed, I believe we should read: 7dy 
Ti. Tovde 0 ov duaxéxpirar Geois; But has not what concerns this 
man been already determined by the gods! i.e. is he not entitled 
by the divine ordinance to the rites of burial? To this the 
herald replies: Not so, it might indeed have been so before 
he endangered this land. The xéxprra: of the scholiast has sug- 
gested to me that the true reading is diaxéxpirar (though he cer- 
tainly read dvaréryyrat) and my theory is that disappearance of 0’ 
led to the substitution of diareripyrar. But diariynacGa, the 
proper meaning of which is, ‘ to be estimated or valued at such a 
price,’ neither rightly applies here, nor does it seem to be a word 
belonging to the tragic or even the Attic dialect. 

1051 This interpolated verse, taken no doubt from some other 
play, seems to be suggested by the jx) paxpyyopa of 1052. 
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163 Note that the MS. reading is rAotros not daiuwv. I do 
not doubt the latter is correct, and that zAotras has arisen from 
an explanation of oAfos in 164, 


173 Perhaps for 6€Ay we should read 7wéAy. 
213 is I suspect interpolated. 
223 The MS. reading is yaia not yaias. I think we should 


read: tapmrakw 6 Ttav katwHe xatoya pavpotobar oKdTw, yaia 
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having taken the place of xarw6e, which was expelled by ravde 
the expl. of rév. 

225 For redctv cor Weil reads reAoil’ a. I would read 
reXoiro ravé’ a. It was disappearance of a after 6 led to what 
we read. 

251 I would read: rAnyp 'Earépbapra, restoring the caesura. 
Compare 464. 

254, 255 I do not think there is any lacuna, but that we 
should read in one verse: dpws 6 dvayxyn, was OX\wA€ yap @rpartos. 

310. If the reading is correct there must be a crasis of 
vixwevot ékvpiocor, for the augment can only be left ont at the 
beginning of a verse, and to avoid an anapaest. Compare 376, 
458. But perhaps we ought to read: xipurcov éxvéovres ioyupav 
xGova; vixdpevor. having arisen from ékvnyopevar, an expl. of 
ExVEOPTES. 

321, 322 I hold the words ’Apiopapdos taparyav to be inter- 
polated, and I would read in one verse: vwpdv, 6 rt éoOdos 
Bewduns 6 Mics. Besides the violation of the canon it has 
been noted that Ariomardus was not the satrap of Sardis. 

329 The MS. reading is to@vd’ dpyovrwy, and Dindorf has 
this note: vivam., recenti super versum. M. I would read: 
Tav dpyedeiwy Todd’ euvyoOynv wep. For dpyeeiwy compare 297, 

332 I should prefer Aryéa kai. 

334 The MS. reading is récov dy (88, diopbwrys) not mécov ti. 
Leaving out then 333 I would read in 334: vedv recov de rAnOos 
Ww ‘EAAnvidwv. 

343 I should prefer as for 43’, placing a comma after érra 6’. 

352 1 would read: rAnOa vedy 7) rais Katravynoas éuos, restor- 
ing the caesura. 

488-491 The absence of the augment of @dvov in 490, and 
of a caesura in 491 points to something wrong. [ would read 
488, 489 thus: ‘Ayauls elra yy wédov te @eocaddyv | Huas Bopas 
dear éeorraviopevovs, leaving out 490, 491 as interpolated. 

500, 501 Absence of caesura in 501 leads me to regard these 
verses as interpolated, and also 509. In 503 I would restore 
the caesura by reading 'xoeowopevovs. 


598-600 There is surely interpolation here. I would read: 
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dio, Kaxav pev doris Eurretpos, KA‘dwv | Grav mpooéeAGy, wdvra. 
Sepaive diArct, and in 601, drw for érav. 

613 era with the dat. makes me suspect that this verse is 
interpolated. So Hec. 355 is to be suspected, for the MS. 
reading is zapfévois. There indeed the expression itself savours 
of interpolation. Nor is yuvaéi necessary, for ’Idaiaice in 354 
would suffice by itself. 

615, 616 I would read: ydvos 708", év pvdAots Te BadAovons 
dei, leaving out the rest. Note that the MS. reading in 616 is 
Biov not icov. 

682 can hardly be right. Perhaps we should read: Mépcac 
yepatoi, Tov wévov 708’ otvexa x.t.\. of’ may have disappeared 
and so led to the corruption. 


715 I should prefer ro. I hardly think genuine examples of 
two consecutive verses beginning with trisyllable feet occur in 
trochaics. Aowwod oxyrrds. Compare Soph. O. &. 28. 

721 Perhaps we should read: més dé kal orparevpa. wovrov meLov 
nvucev TEpay ; 

744-747 There seems to be interpolation here. I think we 
should read: mais 8 éuds rad’ ob Karedws SodAov Os deopopacw 
Boomopov oynoev edoke, Kat médats orpnAdros «.7.’. The 
Hellespont was dragged in because according to Herodotus it was 
the Hellespont and not the Bosporus Xerxes bridged over. But 
if the Bosporus had not stood in the text of Aeschylus, it would 
never have been intruded into it. 

791 Dindorf justly offended with ei—zdciov 7, observes that 
he can see no reason for wA¢iov, cum in promptu esset, orpdrevp’ 
ein wAéov 76 Myodcxdv. A verse without a caesura may be ‘in 
promptu’ to him, but hardly to Aeschylus. However it might 
be ‘in promptu’ to every one to read: yyd’ ci rA€ov oTparerp’ tor 
To Mydixov. Corruption of ior to ety led to what we read. 

829-831 I would read: IIpds ratr’ éxeivoy edAdyors ruvioxere | 
Angat OeoBrAaBoivra vovOerjpacw. The trepxorwy in 827 casts a 
suspicion on the tepxdrw of 831, and note the singular awkward- 
ness of the expression owdpovety xexpnuevov, which has no parallel, 
but the corrupt verse Ant. 24, that Lid. and Scott cite along 
with it. 

848 is I suspect interpolated, and I would read drizia in 847 
rejecting it. 
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207-210 The order of these verses in M. is 209, 208, 210, 
207, 211. I would then reject 208-210 as interpolated, and 
read 211 after 207, changing however xeivov to rod yap,, and I 
suppose two or more verses to have dropped out after 211. 

244 I would read: xat woAAd y' GAN’ Er’ elxdorae Sikacov Fy, 
restoring the caesura. 

248 I would read: 7 rypov ipod, paBdov 7 ’yovra wréAews. An 
expl, woA«ws apxovra led I suppose to 7éXAews dyov. 

254-259 are I suspect interpolated, and due to an unseason- 
able display of learning as to the Pelasgian race and their 
original habitations. 

275, 276 are I suspect interpolated. eiréxvov Bods seems an 
anticipation, which is out of place here, and the answer in 274 is 
indeed Spayvis and ropos, and needs to have nothing added to it. 
But whatever may be thought of 275, I do not doubt that 276 is 
an interpolation. 

280-288 [also believe to be interpolated, but the manner of 
Aeschylus is fairly well imitated. Rejecting them then I would 
read in 279 A:Bvorixois, and tiros for tas in 289. Compare 
Eum. 45, 1 would also reject 290. 

311 Ido not think there is any lacuna after 311, bnt that it 
should be read in the place of 309, which I believe to be inter- 
polated. NeiAov in 308 suggests the reply contained in 311. 
Reading then 311 in the place of 309, I would read 312 after 310. 

314 Nor do I think there is a lacuna after this verse but that 
316 is an interpolation, intended to be read after 317 in this 
form: AcBin, peyiorns (MS. peywrrov) ovopa ys Kaprovpern, | 
ByAov diraiba warep’ éuod tixret ratpds. 

331 1 suspect eivaiwv. Perhaps we should read dvraiwy. 

332-334 These verses are I think interpolated. The words 
of the king in 535 properly refer to 331. ‘Did you reject the 
marriage from aversion, or because you thought it unlawful.’? 
How should I have rejected it from aversion, replies the choragus, 
for who would find fault with the wealthy as friends? (For I 
would read 6vo:rro with Boissonade, which alone gives a satis- 
factory sense, as indeed appears from what follows.) Certainly, 
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answers the King, such alliances increase the power of mortals. 
To be sure, rejoins the choragus, and men are ever ready to turn 
away from the unfortunate. I would observe that the inter- 
polated verse 534 seems to have arisen from a misunderstanding 
of xexryevovs in 336. 

355 The MS. reading is véov 6. I would read then veiw & 
— Gpidov tov 7’ dywviow Gedy, i.e. vedv re Tév 6" Sutrov. 

486 I would read: xai yap &’ olxrov tis Ta0’ ciovdov Tay’ av. 

492-495 I would read: Evprenpov, edpas ws mokiroovxw 
Geav | eipw pev, dodadrea 0 7 60 adorews | oreiyovre K.T.X. 

514 dvd«rwv can hardly be right. Perhaps we should read 
arevxtov. ‘Extravagant fear is a thing to be deprecated.’ 

517-519 Dindorf has this note: 518—520 in margine ab alia 
manu antiqua litteris minusculis. He must mean I[ think 
517-519, which might be left out without injury to the sense, 
and are very likely interpolated. They are in no way inept, but 
they are unnecessary, and 520 well joins on to 516. Repetition 
too of éyywpiovs (517, 520) is suspicious. 

I do not think there is any lacuna after 600, but that 601 is 
interpolated, and not only 601 but the verses 602-604 assigned 
to the Chorus. @ yatpe mpeoBv is not the way in which the 
Danaids would address their father. 

615-620 I would read: xai tatr’ avag erefev aud’ pov 
Aéywv | péyav rpodwovav Zyvos ixeriov xdrov, | durdotv piacpa re 
févwv dorav 7’ dro | dunyavov Booxnpa wypovas reActv. Note that 
the fut. inf., not the pres., is required in 620, and that the MS. 
reading in 619 is rpordAews. The Danaids and their father were 
at once strangers and citizens. 

715-718 I believe to be interpolated. Note the repetition 
of ves (715, 717) and the harshness of construction by which 
AavOavover is understood with oroApot «.7.A. All these details 
too are idle and superfluous. 

762 as kai paraiwy. For paraiwy I would read partaious. 

905 I would read, restoring the caesura: €\gew o° éorxa rHod’ 
drooracas Kouys, and adxoves In 906, Suiting the action to the 
word the herald seizes by the hair the Danaid whom he had 
already grasped by her robe. See 902, 903, 

933 For airavéywov I would read rivde cvyyer. So in P.V, 
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856 dveyiv the explanation of ovyyevq expelled rav dprévwy. So 
too in Rhesus 924, I would read ovyyerys yeyws for abraveyos. 

934-937 are no doubt Aeschylean, but interpolated here. 

947 is a repetition of 946, and interpolated, as the absence of 
a caesura shows. 

950 The MS. reading is ioft pév 7d8’, Hdy woAeuov épeiobe veor, 
épciaGe being no doubt an error for aipetofa. Perhaps we 
should read; dAX’ tof rade dy, woAquov alpetaGai oe viv. Dis- 
appearance of ge after @a: led I suppose to what we read. 

983, 984 The detestable style of these verses and their loose 
connexion with the passage into which they are intruded stamp 
them as interpolated. The MS. reading too is atraveiovs, nor 
does the correction airaveios do much to help us. 

989, 990 I would read: rowivde rvyyavovra det ’v rpiuvy ppevis 

| xapw oéBeoGar ryuwrepav gue. M. has oéBecGa, and what we 

read is readily accounted for. 8 disappeared after the a of 
Tvyxavovra and ev became ev, while o was added metri gratia. 
Tyuwrepay is used in a sense very nearly approaching to ripwwrarnv. 
It is my duty to esteem this favour as the most precious of 
favours. 

991 Reading thus in 998, 990 I would read here: tipeis 3’ ap’ 
éyypawacbe pds wai tadra tois | woAAoiow dAdo « T.r., 1.6. Kal 
Tara mpos Tois woAAoIs dAXots «.T.A. 

993 For as éA¢yyeoGa I think we should read égeAeyyerOan. 

995 is I believe interpolated. 
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2 I would restore the MS. reading pijxos. “In respect of the 
length of.”” The Aeschylean form is pijyap not pyyos and the 
word only occurs in lyric passages. 

3 The MS. reading is oréyas. Dindorf tells us that in 
reference to ayxaGev there is a Cr. i.e. {yre. on the margin of M. 
I do not quite understand what is the construction of oréyys. I 
am not sure whether restoring oréyas we should not read 
dyyd0ev. aréyats, however, may be a correction of oreyy and 
the true reading oréyys, for I suppose the genitive would be the 
more usual construction with dyyodev. 
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304 For yapiferPa: I would read zpoieofa, of which I regard 
xapifer$a: as an inept explanation. For payiferGa: see Hesychius 
8.v. who hardly seems to confirm Dindorf’s emendation. 

344-347 The MS. reading and order should be restored, only 
we should read éypyyopds for éypyyopov with Porson. I would 
then give the passage thus: det yap ampds oixovs vooripov 
gwrypias, | Kapa StavAov bdrepov K@Aov waAw: | Geois 3 dvap- 
mdxyros ei poAot oTparos | éypyyopos TO wha TOY GAwAdTw | yévour’ 
dv, ei mpoorata poy tvyor (sic Codd.) xaxd. I understand: For 
there is need of a preserving providence on their return, so that 
they may repeat in safety the course they have before traversed. 
The idea of safety contained in owrnpias is to be extended to 
Képapan. 

350 The MS, reading is ryv not ryvd’. Perhaps we should 
read 708’ dvti roAAGy Képdos dv yap eiAdunv. Disappearance of the 
8 of 7é8’ before @ might have lead to what we read. 

519 dvrjAv does not mean ‘ standing in the sun,’ but ‘ facing 
the sun.’ The images of the gods stood facing eastwards so that 
the first rays of the sun might fall upon them. In accordance 
with this the entrauce of the temples was at the east end, a 
practice which the Christians reversed. 

527 Dindorf points out that this verse is borrowed from 
Persae 811. But I suspect that the whole passage, xare/pyacrat 
—réy viv (526-552) is interpolated. I would read then 526—532 
thus: Avs paxéAAy: kal yap ot Ildpis y' er. Note that ovdre 
ovvreAis moAts In 532 has all the appearance of an interpolation, 
for what follows applies to Paris only. 

539 The MS. reading is ov, ovxer’ being due to Triclinius. 
I should prefer otx &v dyrefroy’ én. Gv disappearing led to 
dvrep® Oeois. I note too that r: after ya/pw is due to Dindorf. I 
should prefer ye, which would readily disappear before the te of 
TeOvavat. 

553 I should prefer: ra 8’ ad ’ripouda. ris d€ Aq Oeav 
peeve. 

558 I think it should be: ra & aira yépow. aire I take to 
have arisen from an expl. év yépow, air’ év yépow being corrected 
metri gratia to atre yepow. 

568, 569 I regard as interpolated, and also 572, which I 
believe was intended to be read after 569. I would read then 
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567-570 thus: ri raira revOew det; rapolyerac wévos: | i rods 
avadwhevras ev Wydw Aeyew «.7.A., taking wapoiyera wovos paren- 
thetically, and in 571: rov fGvrd 7 GAyeiv wept Tixns wadcyKdrov 

576 I regard as interpolated and intended to be read after 
573. 

595-597 I believe GAoAvypos and odoAvfew are only used of 
women, in tragedy, and in early and correct writers. Aristo- 
phanes certainly (see for example Pax 97) applies dAoAvfew to 
men, conforming I suppose to popular usage, where ddaddfew 
would be the more correct expression. Compare Xen. Anab, iv. 
3. 19. érartufov wavres of otpari@rat Kat avyAdAalov, cvvwAcAvfov 
6€ kai al yuvaixes draca, It seems to me then that éOvoy in 594 
should apply to Cytaemnestra, and I would read. then in 595, 
596: éAoAvypov adAats adAofev xara mroAw | €AacKov evpypovoat 
mpos Oeav edpats (GAAats connected with Edpais) and reject 597 as 
interpolated. This view I think is confirmed by the expression 
yovatxeiw vouw in 594, 

616, 617 I think there is interpolation and I would read: 
av 6 cime MevéAews ef ceowopeévos wéAw «7.4. The copyists have 
a holy horror of MevéAews as a trisyllable, so much so that the 
only MS. instance to be found is Orest. 18. 

668 od werodres t’yy, ‘hardly able to believe our good 
fortune was real.’ 

675, which does not well agree with 679, is, J suspect, 
interpolated, and also 676. Leaving these out then, I would 
read éAmis ris éore for éAmis tis atrov in 679. 

817 xepos is not satisfactory. Perhaps we should read: 
mpooyv axpetos. 

860 I hold with Karsten to be interpolated, 

868 Note that the MS. reading is réerpwra: not rérpyra. I 
think what we read has arisen from a proverbial expression, 
miéw Sixtiov rérpwra, quoted by some Scholiast. This would 
account for the un-Attic form zA¢w, which is not required by 
the metre. Aé€yew seems out of place, and may have arisen from 
os A€yovow. I would propose reading 867, 868 thus: od«, aris 
ts mpos olxoy dyerevero, | kal wAciov’ jv av duriov Terpwpévos. 

895-902 I do not doubt are spurious but 903 must be so too, 
for it supposes them, Borrowing, however, raira tAdoa from 
895 I would read 904, 905 thus: xat tavra rAGca, viv ov pot, 

o 
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pitov kapa: pOovos 8 dréotw rolda yap Khvexopyvy bOdvos— 
Kyvecxounvy parenthetically. 

926-930 In 926 I would read roictApdrwv with Karsten, and 
would connect it with 925, rejecting 927-929 as interpolated. 
In 930 I would restore rpaocom’ dv. That ei can be used with 
dv with the optative, I think there are undoubted examples to 
show, as for instance Medea 941. xAnddv dire, is I think wrongly 
connected, and that it was originally: xAndov drei, pi) wands 
dpoveiv Geod | péyorov elvar SOpov : KAndwy airet being incorrectly 
used in the sense of daci. 

933 I would read: deicas dp’ yitw Geotor pr av eEpoe TadE. 
You, I suppose, vowed to the gods in a moment of danger that 
you would not-do this. Dislike to the crasis pi av may have led 
to the confused verse we read, ? 

949 is, I suspect, interpolated. 

964 is I think interpolated, and intended to be read after 974, 
where however rod rep would have to be read for réy wep to make 
it properly connect with it. In 965 I would read pnyarwpevy with 
Auratus. ; 

968-972 appears to me to be an interpolation of the same 
character as 895-903. 

1041 The Cod. Flor. (see Paley) has: rpaGévra rifjvat SovAias 
patas Bia. Perhaps then we should read : rpadévra rAjvat SovAlav 
pdcOAnv Bia. pdo@Anv might have been corrupted to paccav 
leading to pafay. 

1045, 1046 I am not satisfied with the sense attributed to 
rapa ordpyv. LIrather think we should read: dovAos dvpAcis* 
G\N’ amep vopilerar | tas cap jay mavra Kai rapa ordOnv ; 80 
that the ordinary sense of rapa ord@yyv would apply. For zap’ 
jpav I should prefer zpos jpav, to avoid repetition of rapa. 

1068 Here the metre requires rAéw. I would read: wAciw pév 
ob, for ot pi rAéw. ev because dreyu de, which is not spoken 
but acted, is understood. 

1180, 1181 There is surely confusion and interpolation here. 
Perhaps we should read: Aapmrpds mvéwy 68 riya Kipatos Sixyy : 
and xAvoet for cAvfew (Codd. xAvew) in 1182. It seems possible 
that #Afov mpds dvrdAas in 1180 has arisen from an explanation of 
apos avyas in 1182. 

1196 I would read: éxuaprupe d€ rpoipocaca pi cidévar. 
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1216 is I think interpolated, and I would read in 1215 : Sewas 
otpoBet pm’ abt’ dpGouavreias rovos. 

1252 See Dindorf’s note. I would read: % xapra y’ aie dp’ 
aoKxoTos ypnopov epav. The rapecxdres of the MSS. has I think 
arisen from an explanation wapa cxordv, due to a confusion of 
acKoros, ‘ not perceiving,’ as 1 understand it here, with doxoros, 
‘missing the mark.” 

1256 I would read: rarat, rarat, wip olov ad pu! érépyerar. 

1261 I would read: retiyovoa, nai picovs éuov *vtibeic’ drov, 
restoring émevyerat in 1262. 

1266 IL regard as interpolated. See Dindorf’s note. " 

1269, 1270 I should prefer: idod 8 ’AréAAw aids éo6" Sp’ 
éxdvwv | xpyotypiav éobyr’, éromrevoas éué x.7.A., and 7 after €xOpav 
in 1272, disappearance of which probably led to pera in 1271, 
corrected hy Hermann to péyo. Note that in 1270 the MS. 
reading is éué not dé pe, though in Dindorf’s note this is reversed, 
but evidently by a misprint, for no one would alter d€ pe to ene 
in the face of the éué of 1269. 


1283-1285 I see no reason for inserting as 1284 the verse. 
which in the MSS. follows 1290. I would read then 1283, 1285 
thus : xdrew vrriacwa Kewevov Tarpos : omitting the intermediate 
words, dras—agew vw (for so apogr, Flor. reads), as interpolated. 

1288-1290 I would read 1288, 1259 thus: rpdagavav ws éxpa- 
fev év Geay xpicoet, leaving out the rest, and reject 1290 as inter- 
polated, and also the verse now read as 1284, which I do not 
think is quoted from here by the grammarians referred to by 
Dindorf, and should I think be corrected thus : dpapev Gpx.oy yap 
éx Ge@y peya. 

1299 I would read: ot« €or dAvéis, & fev’, & xXpove mA€éw. 
There is no escaping when the time is full, i.e. when you have 
lived your full time there is no escaping death. To this the 
chorus practically replies, that this is no reason for hurrying on 
your fate. lit. he who is last (to die) holds the first place in 
respect of the time (he has gained), év dropped out after & 
of gev’, and clearly one would rather expect the singular than the 
plural, 

13802 I believe this verse to be interpolated, and that it is a 
variant of 1304, which should be read in its place before- 
1303. 

c2 
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1305 I also regard as interpolated and 1308, and Iwould read 
1307 before 1306, As Cassandra speaks 1302, she moves towards 
the house in order to enter it. As she does so she starts back 
with the exclamation dev, dev, (1307) which calls forth 1306 from 
the chorus. It was failure to understand this led to the interpo- 
lation of 1508, 


1313, 1314 These verses should be restored to their place 
after 1312, Cassandra recovering herself advances towards the 
door, and leaves the stage at 1320, I suspect however 1315 is 
interpolated and that im gévo. (1315) was intended to be read 
before 1313. I hold too that a full stop should be placed after 
ow in 1316, unless indeed that verse is interpolated as well 
as 1315, 

1321-1326 If I am right in supposing that Cassandra leaves 
the stage at 1320, it will follow that 1321-1326 is interpolated. 
And it seems to me the style of 1322-1326 points to this con- 
clusion, nor can the efforts made to amend them be regarded as 
satisfactory, Nor can any one fail to be offended by the repetition 
of trois éuots. On the whole, however, I am disposed to believe that 
Cassandra leaves the stage at 1314, and that 1315-1320 are an 
interpolation, as well as 1322-1326, though by no means open 
to the same objections in point of style. The feeling that 1313, 
1314 ought to be the last words spoken by Cassandra on leaving 
the stage, has of course been the motive for placing them after 
1326. 

1330 I believe to be interpolated. I find a difficulty in 
realizing what is the point of raitr’ éxe(vwv. No doubt if one read 
xeiva tovrwy it would be better, but even so I am not disposed to 
accept the verse as genuine. 

1359 I think we should read: ro dpavre yap ro Kai rd 
BovAcioat wépt. mépe for repierre. 

1368 @vpotcba. Codd. pvdoicba. I would read piderGar. 

1421-1424 I would read: Adyw S€ cor | rowidr’ dredciv ds 
mapacxevacpevors* | éx Tv O' dpoiwy yeipt vixnoas ewod | apy’ Hv be 
Tatra ToUmrakw Kpaivy Geos x.7.A. But I bid you to utter these 
threats as to those who are prepared to meet you. Conquer me 
then in equal combat and so rule over me; but should the gods 
decide otherwise, etc. I would observe that wapecxevacpeévys 
might easily be a corruption of rapeoxevaopevors, and that apy’ 
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#v being misread dpyew, jv would be supplied by éayv and raidra 
disappear. 

1446, 1447 Perhaps we should read: keira: dirijrup rodde, 
Ti éempyayev | enol, wapoWdvnpa ris éuijs xAvbys. For this sense of 
yA compare Suppl. 1003. etvjs may have come in as an 
explanation of yAcdijs. 

1584, 1585 I think we should read: rarépa riv dor, dudi- 
Aextos by kpare x.r.X. leaving out the rest. 

1590-1593 I cannot see what is the force of adrds in 1590, 
and the passage seems to me much interpolated. I would read : 
routw 8’ § rovde ducbeos rarnp vexpod, | “Arpevs, mpoOvpws waddov 7 
piiodpoves févia Taper xe daira Taeiwv Kpeav, rejecting TOpw— 
Soxav (1592, 1593) as interpolated. 

1595 In any case I should read: éppup’ arw6ev (Weil, drw6ev) for 
éHpurr’ dvwhev, but I believe there is interpolation, and I should 
prefer to read 1595, 1596 thus: éppw)’ drwOev’ 6 Se kpe’ dyvoia AaBuv. 

1599-1602 daprimra—épuiv (1599) is, I believe, interpolated, 
and 1601. I would read the passage thus: duwé', ddeprov 
kal popov Katevyerat, | ovtws dAcoOat wav TO TleAoridwy yévos. 

1605, 1606 There is certainly something altogether wrong 
with 1605, and I doubt cuvegeAavvw being a tragic or even an 
Attic word. I would endeavour to restore the text thus: rpirov 
yap ovr’ ene iv aOdiw rarpi | a oe efeAqiver x... pe’ eri Bex’ GOXKiw 
was, I believe, misread for mu’ émi de KabAiw. 

1625-1626 I would read 1625 thus: ot civ yuvati, révde 1° 
oixovpos pevwv, and reject 1626 as interpolated. The MS, reading is 
yivat ov, which may have arisen from a corruption of yuvackc. 
In 1627 I would read dvdpt crparyAary 'riBovAcveas popov. 

1631, 1632 Reading dpivas for dpivas in 1631 I would reject 
1632 as interpolated. 

1634, 1635 I would read in one verse: ds odd rotpyov Spay 
eTAns auToKTOVMs. 

1639-1641 I think we should read: rov dé pi meavopa | 
gepadopov KpiOav’ 6 dvadiret oxdtw x.t.A. leaving out feigw— 
pot in 1640 as interpolated, and regarding wAov in 1641 as an 
explanation, 

1657 For zerpwpevovs I would read with Weihrauch rerpap- 
pevot, or perhaps dpydpevor. Or one might suggest: oreixe kat ov 
XOol yépovres 010 ex’ oiKovs Tpevpevas. Compare 950, 
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- 1662, 1663. I would read these two verses in one thus: d\A& 
Tovcd éwot paraiws ékBaXeiv rowair éxy, for the rest seems to me 
due to interpolation, and in 1664 I would complete the verse 
with Blomfield by 8 i8pica. 


1672 I would read: py rpotipnoys pataiwy tavd’ tAaypov 


f ‘] Ss Gi 
wavT €yw K.T.A. 
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90 I believe to be interpolated. 

124a I see no probability in the transference of this verse 
here from its place after 164. I do not doubt it is interpolated 
there, but that is no reason for interpolating it here. Note that 
the MS. reading is peyiory not peyote, and is I suppose a cor- 
ruption of péywr’ ef. 

144 is I believe as much interpolated as 145, 146, and I 
would read in 143 (leaving out 144-146): warep, pavival cov ‘v 
Xpovw TLuaopor. 

164, 165 Possibly the interpolator of 165 intended: éxe 
pev, “Eppa, yarorous xdas rarip. | xipvé, péyor’, trav dvw Te 
Kai Karu, 


187 See note on P.V. 722. 


227, 228 are surely interpolated. The order in M. is 226, 
229, 227, 228. 

233 I should prefer dpevav because of évdor. 

237-243 I believe to be interpolated, and I would read in 
244 joining on to 236 ; 6 xarGavew re yy Aiky x.T.A. 

250-257 I would read thus: vijorts meéLe Aiwoss rHvde Kame 
co. | ideiv rapectw fs, ratportepy yovov, | Tovs Tou GutHpos Kai ce 
Tyavras peya | matpds veoocois: Tovcd’ dropbetpas robe | ELes 
dmotas xeipds evGowov yepas; leaving out ob yap — oKyvypoow. 
(250, 251) "HAexrpay A€yw (252) and 254 as interpolated. 

258-263 I regard as an interpolation. 

265, 266 I would read: otyare, py tis tavr’ dwayyetAy 
xAdwr. 

278, 279 I would read: ra pév yap éx ys dvodpdvar pvoay- 
pata | Bporois mupavcxkw etx’ dvevac vorovs. I regard, however, 
274-296 with Dindorf as an interpolation, 

301, 303 I believe to be interpolated, and leaving them out 
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I would read in 302 wai py for ro pa. I have doubts, too, as to 
the genuineness of 305. 

482 dvyciv can hardly be right. Perhaps we should read : 
pey etrvyetv mporbecioay AiyicOw xaxov. I connect, of course, peya 
with xaxov. Corruption of eirvyeivy to pvyeiv led, I suppose, to 
what we read. 

490 ciopdov cannot be right. Perhaps we should read : 40s 
O€ Tois Oppvov Kpatos. Compare 247. 

492 éxaiveay is suspicious. Perhaps: 6 kai o’ yivacay. 
Comp. O.R. 961. 

505-507 These verses, which, as they stand, do not give a 
satisfactory sense, seem to me to be adapted from certain genuine 
verses, written on the margin, by some one to whom they were 
probably suggested by 504. I take them to have been originally 
something like this: omrws dé eAAoi rots dyover dtxtvov | Tov ék 
BvOot kAworHpa cwLovew Aivov, OS dvdpi waides KAnddvos gwriptot, 
*preservers of his fame.’ One would expect Orestes to speak two 
verses only, corresponding to the two of Electra (508, 509), just 
as he before spoke three to Electra’s three (497-500). 

529, 530 are I think interpolated,. for their construction 
appears to depend on édogev in 527, and 531 properly answers to 
528. 

536 Perhaps for zoAAoi we should read rporoAc: and Aaprripas 
in 507. 

562 is certainly interpolated, and so I think is 564. 

565 For «ai I should prefer xov, i.e. cai, ov, connecting kai 
with pevodpev in 567, and for ovris, vw tus. 

570 I would read: AiywGos cizep Evoov évdnnos Tapwv. Tapwv 
not ep wy is the MS. reading. 

574. I hold to be interpolated, and would read in 573: # wav 
éreata pot poAo. Kata oroua, unless indeed, as is not unlikely, 
both verses are interpolated. 

584 I suspect is interpolated. 

656 I would read for dai, d¢ 67. But in any case I suppose 
it is the abode of Aegisthus. As, however, the mention of 
Aegisthus’ name is inconsistent with what follows, where Orestes 
pretends not to know who are the occupants of the house. I take 
655, 656 to be interpolated. 


Mi 
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665 voix érapyéuovs gives the opposite of the sense required. 
I would read then 665, 666, thus: aidas yap év A€oyats tiAyo’ 
érapyéuous | Adyouss mpds dvépa 8 elre Gapayjoas dvjp, leaving out 
667 as interpolated, 

683-685 I should prefer to read ¢ od’ otv in 683, and 
évredGev for Oamrew in 685, rejecting 684. 

693-695 I think we should read: ds xdxroddv Ta xeiuev’ eb 
rogowwr ov | yelper tpdcwber, Os yap elyev ed BdAws «.7.A. and kat 
Tove’ dmrowAois for diAwv droytAoi in 697, I would observe that 
neither in Od. 11. 198, nor in the inseription apud Herod. 5. 61 
does it necessarily follow that évexoros means ‘ well-aiming,’ and 
that, except for these two instances, that sense of evcxoros 
appears to be peculiar to late writers. 

698, 699 I would read: viv 0’ nrep jv dopo Baxyeias Kaxys | 
iarpos éAmis uy mapoveav éyypddov (éyypdpov. Canter.). 

705, 706 I would read: xarawécavta pi) Kapavacat diXots, 
rejecting the rest. 

713 The change to the singular advocated by Hermann 
should be adopted, for Orestes and Pylades are by themselves 
and without attendants. Such, too, is the case in the Hlectra of 
Euripides. Curiously enough there the clause, ywpeiv ypewr | 
dopwy TOV’ évrds, Sudes (394, 395) is intruded, as if Orestes had 
slaves to attend him, but striking it out, and the as that follows, 
all goes smoothly. 

737 Perhaps for, rivie. pds ev olkéeras, we should read y7 
pev ovv mpos olxeras, putting the full stop after rvyrat, and in 740, 
airy ye, Supaocw 6€ toiode mayxaxas, (aiT7 rather than xeivy, 
because of the éxeivos in 742) and rejecting 741 as interpolated. 
Note that the augment is left out in @éro in 738 to avoid an 
anapaest. 

751-753 It seems possible that there is no lacuna after 751, 
and that we should read éx for cai in 751 and, tAaca: To ye pr 
«7A, in 753. | 

758 I should prefer axparjs for atrapxns. 

770, 772 I would read: jj vuv od rair’, GAN adrov as KAvy 
pode K.T.A. 

7783 The reading of M. is épGoven dpevi. Dindorf notes : 
eorrectum ex schol, J//. 15, 207 (quem exscribit Eustathius, 
p- 1013. 11) ubi hic versus ex Euripide affertur. Rightly, I 
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suppose, and therefore I reject it here as an interpolation, the 
more so because the reply of the nurse in 774 directly refers to 
ynbovcn ppevi (772). * Are youin your right mind to suppose I 
am to rejoice on hearing such a message!’ ots 7yyeApevors : 
the dative of the attendant circumstances, 

848-850 I think there is interpolation here, and I would 
read: jjxovoaper pev otv rad’, dAAa ruvdavov | cirw tapeAOov ards 
dyyéAov rapa, leaving out the rest. In 850 the MS, reading is 
aitos—rép. dyyéAov is suggested by Aegisthus’ reply. 

851 I should prefer: idiv éA€yEar BovAopat tov ayyeXov. 

889 is I suspect interpolated, and not improbably 890, 891 as 
well. In that case Clytaemnestra would speak two verses corre- 
sponding to the two verses spoken by Orestes, 894, 895. 


900-902 must be interpolated. There seem to be only two 
actors, and except here Pylades never speaks throughout the 
play. Moreover, the Pylades of the Electras of Sophocles and 
Euripides is a persona muta. Pylades no doubt signifies to 
Orestes what he is to do by a gesture. 902 must mean: ‘ Hold 
all as your enemies rather than the gods,’ but this is very 
awkwardly expressed and could hardly have been written by 
Aeschylus. It is characteristic of the slavery to tradition of 
the Athenian stage, that this most awkward device of Pylades 
as a persona muta is continued by Sophocles and Euripides. No 
doubt however the rule as to three actors and no more would 
in some degree account for this. 

914 I should prefer: otk «i cé y' Eppul’ és Sdpovs dopvgevovs. 

997 properly follows 986, for vw clearly refers to the oréya- 
orpov of 984, but I regard 1000 as interpolated, and connect the 
dixrvoy of 999 with the rowitrov of 1001. In this speech I regard 
987-996, 1000, and 1005, 1006 as interpolated. 


1040-1041 I would read: GAN’ év ypdvw por ravras 'Apyetous 
Aéyw | expaprupycew ws éeropoivby rade. The intrusion of MevéAews 
in 1041 was I suppose due to some one, who, having the arrival 
of Menelaus in his mind, fancied he was to testify as well as the 
Argives, or that the Argives were to testify to him on Orestes’ 
behalf. The explanation xaxa led to transference of rade to the 
beginning of 1040 (for rad’ not ra 3’ is the MS. reading) and the 
expulsion of dAAa. 
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24 I should prefer: éya dé ryvde Bpoptos, ovd' duvnpova, tyvde 
referring to rérpa in 22. 

41-45 I think we should read: (fovra rpootporaov, €v yepow 
Eidos | veormadés 7’ éxovra xaAaas KAadov | dpyytt padAw codpdvws 
éorewpevov. Ajver peyiorw and dpyyrt padAw L regard as variants, 
and ryde yap tpavas ép@ as a mere tag to fill up the verse. So 
too aipart orafovTa yetpas seems to me interpolated, for how 
should Orestes’ hands be still dripping with blood ? 

50 I do not think there is any lacuna after this verse, but 
that we should read idodea viv by. veiw dy would be easily cor- 
rupted to 76y leading to what we read. 

67 I would read vrvw 6’ adovcas tacde Tas papyous opas, leaving 
out 68, and in 69 Nuxrés waAauis ratdas. 

91 I would read: wropraios ixérny rovde cal roimow’ euov, leav- 
ing out 92, 93, as interpolated. 

95-99 I think the clause, rpotwvérw—imo, (98, 99) is interpo- 
lated, and I would read the passage thus: éyw 6 id’ ipav od 
drntipacpéevy | aicypas GAdGma, kat vexpov dv exravov | dvedos év 
dliroiow ovK« éxAcirerat. 

191 I would read here éyer’ for éo7’, leaving out 192, and in 
193 orépynfpa* Onpos avrpov aisaroppodov x.T.A. 

219 I would read: ei 8 otv xorov xreivovow dA\AyAovs yaAas, 
leaving out 220 as interpolated. 

287-289 Reading éyoi for xaA® in 287, I would read 288, 
289, thus: ydpas o’ avacca ryod ’AGyvaia xad@ | podeiv dpwyov" 
eue 0 avev KTHoet Sopos K.T.A. 

292 I would read here ov 6’ for dAd’, and in 294 réGexas 
épbov for riOnow dpbdv, and everywhere up to the end of the 
speech, I would replace the third person by the second. 

410 There is certainly something wrong with the construc- 
tion of this verse. I would read: ipiv 6 duo & obdevi oraprav 
yevet. 

435 Perhaps we should read: céBev ci y' déia xan’ déiwv. 
Stanley reads am’ dfiwv. 

464 is I believe interpolated. 
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467, 468 rois érarious in 467 I believe to be an interpolation 
which has affected 468, 1 would read 467, 468 thus: ef py te 
Tove EpEayue ov de Kpivov dixnyv K.T.A. 

4,74 There should be a comma after xafapds. 

478 For ywpa I would read ywpei. 


481,482 I would read: rotaira piv rad’ dydorepa, pever, 
<nol, Temrew Te Tarde, SvoTOTL, ws dunyavery. Intrusion of éoriv 
in 481 and corruption of dierorp’ to dve7oyy. would seem to have 
led to what he read in M. dvomnpar’ apnyavws é4oit seems how- 
ever to be misread for dvornjpar’, durjyav’ tbs, enol. 

566-573 It is clear that there is much confusion and ob- 
security here. Neither the words diatropos—ortpara (567-569), 
though no doubt Aeschylean, nor crpards itself, appears to have 
any business here. Note too the repetitions tAnpovpevys, tAnpov- 
peevou (568, 570) and orparov, orpara (566, 567), which I regard as 
indications of interpolation. I would endeavour to restore the 
passage thus: xyjpvoce, xypvé, Kat Acov Karepyafov' | moda 8 
érevxou, Tov tT és alavy xpdvor, | Kal révd’, Orws dv ed KaTayvucby 
dixy, And pray for the city that the trial may be decided with 
good results both as to the future and the present. Note that 
rovoe in 572 is the original reading, and ravde the correction of 
the Ven. Flor. apographa, The dpyye of the interpolated 571 
(for so I regard it and 570) has expelled érevyov. Note too that 
as we now read te is clearly out of place in 572. 

631-635 I would read this passage thus: dréd otparedas 7 yap 
qparoknKara | Ta wAeioTa TOvd ev dilodpdvws Sedeyuévy, | AovTpov 
per ex Opoitys wepavr’ arépmove | kore: medica’ aitov év merAw- 
part. That dvdpa in 635 cannot be right seems shown by the 
dydpos of 636, Note too that the MS. reading in 654 is zepe- 
oxyvecey, Not raperxyvwcer. 

662-673 Not only in my opinion is 667-673 interpolated but 
662-666 as well. I do not recognise any lacuna after 666, but 
regard 662-666, and 667-673, as independent interpolations. 
Nor do I think there is any lacuna after 664, for in 665 I would 
read otdtv for ot8” ev. 

674-678 I regard these verses as spurious. As to 676-678, 
I note from Dindorf that the order of 676-680 in M. is as 
follows ; 679, 680, 678, 676, 677. This confirms my impression 
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as to 676-678. But the whole passage (674-678) seems to me 
incompatible with what follows 680. 


734-743 754 and 736-740, I believe to be interpolated. I 
would read the whole passage then, omitting these verses, in 
the following order: 742, 743, 741, 735, so that it would run 
thus: é«BadAcf’ as tayiora tevxéwy madAovs, | orots Stxactav TOUT’ 
éréotraArat TEAS vixa 0 ’Opéarns Kav iovoundos xprOy, | Unjdbov yap 
alta THVO ey» tpooOycopa. Clearly as 741 now stands there is 
no occasion for xai, and it should be jv simply. 

750, 751 I regard with suspicion. 

762-766 I should be disposed to read these verses thus: 


Kai viv awreyt, col Te Kal TH OO oOTpaTo | opxwyorycas, py TW 
’Apyewwy mote, | TO Aowrov eis aravTa wAEoTHpY xpovov yn THO 
érolmew €U KekacLevov Oopy. 

797-799 are, I believe, interpolated. The MS. reading in 
798 is @yoas not ypjoas, nor does the emendation, however 
excellent as to sense, appear a probable one. I think the inter- 
polator wrote: airds 6' 6 dioas which was corrupted to 6 Ojcas. 
It may be, however, though I do not think so, that Dindorf is 
right in holding 797, 799 to be genuine, and 798 alone 
interpolated. 

824, 825 825 is, in my judgment, certainly interpolated, 
and I would read 824 thus: otk €or’ aripot, pn 8 drepdpoveir 
ayav. . 

826-828 I would read these verses thus: xdyw tt Oapoa, 
damatos Kariotapat | KAqdas, Kepavvds ot odpayiferat povy. Kayo 
mwéerowa Znvi, would imply that the other speaker had expressed a 
reliance on Zeus, which is not the case, nor does xat ri det Aéyew 
appear to me to have any point or appropriateness. Note the 
use of dGua in the sense of ‘chamber,’ as in Medea 378, where 
vupduxoy 64a is the bridal chamber. 

830, 831 I believe to be interpolated, and I connect od 8 
evribys éuot in 829 with xoive in 832. 

854-857 There is no lacuna after 855 but we should read: 
ov bé Tipiy opod, | eépav €xovra tpods dopors "Epeybéws, | rever, wap’ 
di\wy qv dy ot oyxos Bporsv, rejecting wap’ dvdpoy «Kat 
yuvatxetwy oroAwy as interpolated. 

910 éxdhopwrépa can hardly be right. Perhaps we should 
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read: trav dvoceBotvrwv 8’ éxdopav padAov teXeiv, placing a comma 
at the end of 909 and reading erépyouvcay for orepyw yap in 911, 
with again a comma at the end of 910. The romira cover of 
913 would itself suggest that orépyw yap is wrong, and that the 
word should apply to the Eumenides, 

1025-1028 I regard as interpolated. There should, how- 
ever, be placed a comma after dixalws in 1025, and a full stop 
after @norqdos in 1026, while, for é¢ixour’ av, éfixerbe & should be 
read. Nor do I think that there is any lacuna after 1027, for 
in 1028 écOjpacw is a gloss on évdurois, and the verse was pro- 
bably originally something like this: @owtcoBarrois tr’ évdvtois 
Korpovpevor. Rejecting then 1025-1028 I would read 1024, 1029 
thus: civ rpoordAocw, aire kai rotpov Bpéras | dpovpodtow: GAAG 
eyyos Oppacbw updos. 

1030 Perhaps we should read: ds etueviys b7) yOdvios 78" Gurréa. 
See Dindorf’s note on 1026, 
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This play as seems to be the case with all those of Sophocles 
that have come down to us requires three actors. It is only in 
the first and last scene, however, that three performers appear 
on the stage at once. The great difference in the conduct of the 
play, compared with the Aeschylean drama, consists in the very 
subordinate part assigned to the choragus. The opposite ex- 
treme is to be seen in the Swpplices of Aeschylus, where the per- 
formers, except in the one scene between the king and the herald, 
never discourse with each other, but only with the choragus. 

68-70 A comparison with 84, 85 seems to show that these 
verses are interpolated, The expression cvpopav dexov (68) also 
strikes me as strange and suspicious. 

272 I should prefer ciyé viv for eiyer’ ev. 

289 The MS, reading is axAyros not axatpos. But axdyrtos is 
derived from some parapliraser or glossator, and has intruded 
itself into the text. Rejecting it then I would read 289, 290 
thus: 7 tyvde wetpay, ovl’ im’ dyyeAwv | KAnfels, eboppyas, ovre zou 
Boas KAvwv x.7.d. 

437,438 There is I think strong reason to suspect that the 


i 
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words 6 xe(vov—Tpoias are interpolated. So too 459 can hardly 
I think be genuine. 

537 For é« 7ravd' dv I should prefer év rowid’. 

562, 563 See Preface, p. xxii. 

589, 590 I should prefer: ov @eoiat y’, to’, éya | as ovdev 
dpxeiv etm’ Gberrerns ert. cy disappeared. ic6* became oicé’. 

651 I would read Badiy ddeis Ss viv eOndwwOnv ordpua; ‘as 
though I had lost my temper.’ The explanation ws cidypos has 
led to the intrusion of that word and the expulsion of ddeis and 
viv, which (viv) is justified by rére in 650. Compare Aristotle, 
Pol. p. 1334. a. 8. Bagi yap aduior, Sorep 6 cidnpos, eipyvnv 
ayovres. There too I regard oorep 6 oidypos as an explanation 
which has got into the text. 

675 It is remarkable that in Aeschylus and Euripides there 
is no example of év dé nor in Sophocles of 7d¢. dé is found 
indeed, I believe, in the fragments, but there it is probably due 
to the copyists. Ido not understand Lid. and Scott asserting 
that év 3’ in Ant. 420, £/. 713, is due to tmesis. There is surely 
no such word as éupecrdw, and one might as well I think 
suppose tmesis here. 

684, 685 I should prefer: ci 6 audi rovros Geots podoic’ 
ciow, ylvar x.T.A. dua téAovs, especially as followed by reAcioGan, 
has the look of an interpolation. 

730 I regard xoAeév as a dissyllable, for Sophocles avoids 
beginning a verse with an anapaest. 

747 I would restore mép: (Dind. wdpe) reading olcfa for 
Elows. | 

748, 749 There isa certain awkwardness about the con- 
struction of these verses which leads me to think we should read 
them in one thus: rogovrov old’, as ék rupavvixod KixAov «,T.A. 
old’ ws was I believe corrupted to eidas, and this will account for 
the eiéws of 747. 

756-777 The greater part of 757, and the whole passage, ra 
yap—ppovav (758-777), notwithstanding the general merit of 
the style appear to me to be interpolated. I would read then 
756, 778 thus, leaving out 757-777: pivw yap avrov ryde Onpéepa 
povy | Adv ’A@avas, add’, Er’ ef y' ely, Tay’ av «tA. The one 
point where the interpolator especially betrays himself is in ds. 


épy Aéywv, by which he effects the transition from the genuine 
text to his own composition. In 771 I do not doubt the true 
reading is diay “A@dvay, as Mehlhorn suggests, depending on 
dvrpuvet, and in 772 7é8’. ror’, I take it, arose from 8 dis- 
appearing before a, It is remarkable that if ever a letter dis- 
appears the copyists make a point of supplying it by a wrong 
one. 
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783 For xeivos, «i KdAyas, copds I should prefer puvris ei 
Kadyas cadys. The fact that the original MS. reading is 
exewos, corrected by the duopfwrijs to xeivos, points to the word 
being an interpolation, 

799 The MS, reading is éAmwife. dépew. I would read then: 
Alavre dy7 dAcOpov éAmiler dépew. Possibly dir’ was corrupted to 
69 y', Which, being felt to be inadmissible, led to what we 
read. 

813-814 As we cannot very well suppose the chorus would 
leave the stage in search of Ajax, I can only imagine that a 
curtain rose, behind which he delivered his last speech. The 
curtain then would fall, I suppose, at 866, while at 891 the voice 
of Tecmessa would be heard from behind the corner of the stage, 
as issuing from the grove, when Ajax was supposed to kill him- 
self. At 915 some of the chorus I take it stoop down and lift 
up the body of Ajax, over which Tecmessa throws a robe, before 
it is brought out in sight of the audience. The body is then laid 
out on the stage in the true tragic fashion, where it remains 
during the rest of the play. There is of course no sort of con- 
nexion between the body and the actor who represented Ajax, 
for he no doubt reappears as Teucer. Should we suppose then 
that the actor who represented Athena and Tecmessa also took, 
as he well might do, the parts of Menelaus and Agamemnon, all 
that would remain to the third actor would be the small part of 
Ulysses. 

969 One might read: rot 690 Exar rw’ éreyyeAwdev av; But I 
suspect that the whole passage, 966-975 is interpolated, and not 
merely 966-968, 969 indeed seems a repetition of 961, and the 
speech would appropriately end with 965, 

986 I can never believe that a verse can begin with dijra. I 
would readthen 986 thus: ae tis airév dedpo, pj vw ds Kev7js, and 
in 987 tis dpwacy for avapracy. vw would disappear after pp, 





32 SOPH. AJAX 


By xev) Agawa is meant, I suppose, a lioness who has lost her 
mate, and who is therefore obliged to go in search of food, leaving 
her whelp unguarded. 

994-997 The absence of the caesura in 994 warns us there is 
something wrong with the text. Dindorf has the note: amracév 
prima sed @ eraso. In 995 there is a clear violation of the 
eretic canon, and it is difficult to believe that Sophocles could 
have written, duiscwv Kagcyvorxorovpevos (997). I would then read 
the passage thus: 6d0v @ dwacaéy 6d0s dvidcaca Oy | owAdyxvov 
pwaduot’, yv viv €Byv tov cov popov, | @ idtat’ Alas, éftxvoorKorov- 
[Levos. 

1000 It seems to me it should be éxrodmy not éwroduv. 


1026 ¢ovéws dissyllable, and so too dovéa always when it 
begins a verse. 

1046 I would read: MevéAews éf' &. éd’ wis precisely equiva- 
lent to@. Compare #/. 85. Here as usual the incorrect form 
MevéAaos has expelled MeveAews (trisyllable). 


1085, 1086 I should prefer: wai px Soxeirw Spav tis olow 


* 5 6 é ‘ A 
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1091 There is something wrong, as the want of a caesura, and 
the incorrect form MevéAaos show. I would read pi, MevéAcws, 
ws Tadd’ trogrycas godas. ws might disappear after Meve- 
\ews, and the copyists, though not regarding the vocative MevéAews 
as inadmissible, are always ready to change it to MevéAae if they 
can. 


1109 As we read, drepos otparyyos would mean Agamemnon. 
But Teucer’s argument is, not that Agamemnen has no right to 
command, but that he, Menelaus has no more right to do so than 
any other general. I think then we should read: cite orparyyos 
érepos. This seems to me confirmed by 1116, where rév orparyyiv 
is of course Agememnon. 


1172-1173 Here, ixérns édawar, and Oaxe wrpoorpdraos do 
not go well together, and still less the orafeis of 1171, with the 
Oixe, of 1173. I would read: © wat wpdceAGe deipo Kat TATpos 
wéAas | Oaxav epaipa: tpoarporos, yepoiy €ywv x.7.A. Observe that 
the anapaest ixerys is due to interpolation, and so I think it will 
generally be found to be the case, where a verse begins with an 
anapaest in Sophocles, unless contained in a pruper name. 


rr 
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1302 I should prefer dvavca for Bacikea for the reason 
stated above. There is I think no other instances of Baci\ew in 
Sophocles. 

1809 zpets.§ Whoare the three? I suppose Ajax, Tecmessa, 
and Eurysaces, but this is not to the purpose, I would read: 
Badéire nape THO’ God ovyKeipevor. 

1310-1312 Perhaps we should read érei Gaveiv po roid’ irep 
Tovaupevw | kahdv ye paAXor, 7 yuvatxos ovvexa | THs TOD vey, od TOD 
gov y dpaipovos, Aéyw ; Since it is surely more honourable for 
me to die in this man’s service, than for the sake of a woman, 
the wife of whom shall I say, not surely your brother. I can 
see no meaning in the opposition of Agamemnon and Menelaus. 
and I would observe that the MS. reading is, tod cod y’ épaipovos, 
as I learn from Paley. zpodyAws too in 1311 has all the 
appearance of an interpolation. I can only conjecture that 
what we read now has arisen from a corruption of ris rot vw to 
THs ToU vw. 

1369 I would read: as av y eaoys TavTayy yonorros Kadet. 
Agamemnon is not asked to do anything, bnt to suffer some- 
thing to be done. Dindorf has the note: +’ om. pr. addidit m. 
ant. kexAyoerat in 1568 seems to suggest «acc (fut.) here. 
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2-6 I would read this passage thus: dp’ ola 6’ ori Zevs trav ax’ 
Oidirov Kaxav | éAAcirov ef tt vav Eri Lwoaw TeAc; | obdév yap ovr’ 
amyov ovr arys atep | Tov cov Te Kapiv éoTw Ov édrarapev. The 
aixpov ariwov of 5 savours of interpolation, and in 4 the MS. 
reading is drys arep. I believe the fault does not lie there, but 
in dAyevov for which I read drypov. In 2 Dindorf would read : 
éof’ for oic@’, and it is clear that as the text stands ofsOa is 
unsatisfactory. On or. Dindorf has this note: oti. 6,7. cum 
diastole ab alia, manu antiqua, ¢.e. I suppose the original reading 
Was Ort. 

168, 169 I should prefer: dui nai ro aid’ er | xetvov: 
pevovtas «.7.A. xeivov not xeivwv seems certainly required. 

170-174 There seems to be much interpolation here. One 
might endeavour to restore the text thus: viv otv, éxeivww mpds: 

D 
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durdijs poipas piav | dAwAdTwv Kal’ jépav, eyo Kpaty | yevous Kar’ 
dyxurreta Kat Opovous exw. 

211-213 The MS. reading is xai not «és in 212, and in 213, 
mov tT éveori, not, wov wapeort. I believe the passage to be much 
interpolated and would restore it thus: é6’ ols dpéoxer coi 
vopos xpporOa, Kpéov. éore vot: it is in your power. 

263 The MS. reading is: épevye was To pa cideva. Compar- 
ing 443 I would read: GAX’ épvy’ arapvovpevos. 7d pai) eidévar has 
arisen from an explanation, drapvovmevos ro py eidevac. I would 
observe that the aor. seems more appropriate than the imp. for 
the meaning is that each culprit cleared himself by a simple 
denial, as there was no evidence against him, 

292 I should prefer éud for éue, connecting with fvyo in 291. 
éuo I suppose was corrupted to éuoi, leading to ee. 

326 At this verse Creon leaves the stage, and the words of 
the guard are spoken after him, not to him. 


392-395 Here the tautology of éxrés and wapa in 392, the 
inappropriateness of pjxos in 393, and the unnecessary 6:’ dpxwy 
of 394, suggest interpolation. I would restore the text thus : 
GAN’ ovdev % yap éxTds éAmidos yapa | comey GAAY, kairep dy dare- 
poros | mapey.’ ayov tHvd', 7 Tahov KadevpéOy «.t.’., the MS. 
reading being, xafevpéOy tadov. Perhaps however we should 
read : aris nipeOn tadov. 

417-420 Here too there seems to be much interpolation, and 
either oxnrros is a gloss on tudws, or vice versa. Suidas who 
notices both words quotes oxyrros from Theophylactus Simocatta, 
and tudws from Aristophanes, I should be disposed then to 
think that oxyjmros was a word in vogue with later writers, and 
therefore tha gloss, and I would read the passage thus: xal cadp’ 
Cadre Keibus é€dpas yOoves | ripmAnat tudas wediov aixifwv pony 

| tAys aracay, év 8’ éueor aby péyas «.7.A. 

414 The MS. reading is ddedyoo, I would read then: rotde 
perdyrot. 

423-425 426 does not well hang together with what goes 
before, and xevyjs etvys, dppavov A€xyos, (424, 425) are tautological. 
I think we should read: 7 waits dparau- xwxver 6’ opvis Orws, | OTav 
vedoowv éppavov BA€yy A€xos. But as a bird mourns, when, ete., 
so she, etc. This hangs together. 


ee 
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452 The MS, reading is, ot tovocd’—dpwarv. IL believe the 
verse to be interpolated. 


466, 467 I would read: jw & dv, ei riv é éuijs | wyrpds y’ 
aarrov dvr’ dvacyoipyy véxuv, rejecting 468 as interpolated. I 
connect évr’ with é& éujs, and I observe that @avdvra seems 
altogether out of place in 467. dvr’ I suppose dropped out after 
the ov of aéarrov, and was supplied by @avovr’. 

502-505 I would read this passage thus: xairo: rofev y' av 
éxAvov evxAcerrépa, | Tov airadeAdov 7) TiHeioa pov Tadw ; | ovTot Be 
mavres ToUr ay dvddvev ogior | Aeyouev, ef pai) K.T.A. KAEOS EdKACEC- 
repoy is surely suspicious, and the form in which I present 504, 
505 is, it seems to me, more satisfactory than what we now read. 
It may however be alleged in view of 508, 509, that 504 505, 
are interpolated, In that case I simply adhere to my reading 
of 502, 503. 

574, 576 The MSS. assign these verses to Ismene, I think 
rightly, But in that case we should have to read, xai rots for kai 
go, in 577. Creon means, that the decree is not only his decree 
but has been acquiesced in by the chorus. Compare 212-214, 

648-652 The MS. reading in 648 is ras dpévas id’ Hdovqs, 
without any dapeis. Rejecting 651, 652 as an interpolation I 
would read 648-650 thus: py pol vv, & rat, tas dpevas Tol! 
ouvena | Kaxis yuvaixos éxBdAys, cidas St. | Yuypov wapayKadurpa 
civvopos kaxy. The interpolation of 651, 652 has no doubt led 
to the alterations in 648-650, while the unmetrical, ras dpévas 
id’ Hdovys remains to point out that the verses have been tam- 
pered with. joc however may have disappeared after 7. 

690 There is, I think, no lacuna after this verse, but 691 is 
an interpolation, intended to be read after 693. It constantly 
happens that interpolated verses, being written on the margin, 
are inserted in the wrong place by careless copyists. 

724, 725 These verses as the text stands clearly fail to 
express what is intended. I would read: rodd' cixds, dvag, ef te 
caiptov Aéyet | pabeiv ce, cod 7 ad od’, eb yap etipytat durAj. 

739 Blaydes rightly judges that ye should follow xadés, but 
I think épyyys is a gloss, and that we should read: xevys Karas 
y Gv ob rodews apxots povos. 

759 I should prefer ér for ei. 


. pb ? 
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775, 776 Rejecting 776 as interpolated, I would read 775 
thus: opis rorotrov ws ayos hevyew poles. 

883-928 I think that not only 900-928, but 883-899 
as well, is the work of the ancient interpolator Dindorf speaks 
of ; one who was not merely an interpolator but a poet as well. 
I believe however, that the whole passage (883-928) was intended 
to be read after 943, or in place of 929-945. 

883 I would read: woas pev, tore, Kal yoovs «.t.A. dowdy is 
inadmissible in iambics. 

884 I should prefer : ov« €orw bs wavoatr’ dy K.7.A, 

1012 I would place a full-stop at the end of this verse, not 
doubting that 1015 is interpolated. 

10385 I should prefer: rav 6’ tn’ & yéve. Comp. O. R. 1430. 

1056 I think y’ has dropped out after rupavvwy. 

1096, 1097 I think there is interpolation, and that we 
should read in one verse: To 7 eixafeiv yap, kat To py, dewwov 
mweNet. 

1108 At this verse Creon it seems to me hurries off the 
stage, and I believe 1109-1114 to be interpolated. 

1165-1171 This passage has certainly been tampered with, 
One might perhaps restore it thus: tas yap jdovas | érav rpoda 
Tis, avop’ ér’ ov Tin’ eéyw | Liv rodrov, GAN’ Euivyov yodpat 
vexpov. | wAovTav yap qv Kat’ oikov, et BovAe, peya, | Ly ‘xwov Tupav- 
vov TXypa, TO O€ yYaipew ary, ovK Gv mptainnv TaAN’ eyo) Karvod 
KUL. 

1180-1182 Here too is interpolation. I would read: xai 
pay taAaw 70 Etpudixn’k dopey repa, yo. KAvovTa Tatdos, 3) TUXY 
TLL. 

1183-1186 I strongly suspect are interpolated, and I would 
read 1187-1189 thus: riAns yadGoav KAjOpa p’ oiketov Kaxoo | 
Barre bi’ Grov POdyyos, imria 5é mpds | Sumuiow exAiOnv éxremAny- 
pen PoBw. 

1232 There appear to have been two readings at the end of 
this verse ; dAws, Eihovs. I would read gidovs, Dindorf has é7os. 

1241 I would read this verse thus: “Aidov ’v ddpuots defAatos 
ciAnxws TEAn. yy’ which is inserted by Heath between é& and 
"Avdov has no business here. 


1242, 1243 I think we should read: deétas, drm rpdoeot, Hv 


SOPH. 0.R. 37 


aBovdtay | péyurrov oteav tiv év dvOpurras Kaxov. I regard dvédpi 
in 1243 as an explanation of drw. 

1251, 1252 These verses as they stand do not convey 
properly the sense intended. I would read: ovx oléa* pahAov rp 
y' dyav atyn Bapos, | doxd, zpécecr’, } TH paTHV TOAAH Bop. Com- 
pare 1256. 

1278-1281 I would read: ta pev rpd yepdv trade dep, ta 6 
év depos, | & déorob’, HKuwv Kal tay’ cider Kaxd. ws Exwv TE Kat 
Kextjuevos, in 1278 is manifestly interpolated. 1281, does not 
seem to me to be interpolated. I would read: KP. ri 8 éore 
XEtpor al KaKdy Kaxwy Et ; 

1283 however does seem to me an interpolation, as conveying 
the information Creon asks for in 1314, and I would read 1252 
thus: yuvy) téOvyKe Tovde oi) pyTyp vexpod. 

1301-1316 This passage is certainly much confused. Here 
again what the messenger speaks in 1301-1305, should, it would 
seem, follow 1315. Possibly we should reject 13506-1515 alto- 
gether as interpolated, and read the rest in this order. Placing 
1314, 1315 after 1300, I would reject 1301, and 1316, and read 
1314, 1515 with 1302-1305, thus: KP. woiw 6€ xdmwéAvoe tov 
Biov tporw ; AT. rAnyeio’ id’ Frap aitoyep, KAavoaca pev | Tod 
apw Oavovros Meyapéws xevov Adyos, | adfis d€ rovde, Aoiohiov 6é 
go kaxas | tpagers ehupvicaca To Tacdoxtovw. The MS. reading 
in 1514 is, row d€ KdreAvoar’ év dovais tporw; and in 1315, 
malove’ i iprap aitoyep ait, orws, and in 1302, cwxvoaca per. 
I fit then 1315 into 1502, omitting the words, Ave. xeAaws BAC 
gdapa. In 1303 for xAewov, I read, xevov. Adyos, * portion,’ ‘ in- 
heritance.’ xevov corrupted to xawdv became «Aewwov. 
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18-21 These verses are I believe interpolated. Those who 
are here gathered, some young children, others in extreme old 
age, are the only ones who require to be mentioned. There is no 
occasion for any mention of priests or of any other diAov, suppli- 
cating elsewhere. What too is meant by, oi 8’ ém’ 76éwv, or even if 
da y0ewy isread! Note the two anapaests iepis, dyopaict, indi- 
cative as I believe, of interpolation. 

26, 27 I should prefer Bovvopoier Kxéydvors | roKors yuvatkiv, 
to avoid the anapaest at the beginning of 27. Here I take it 
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ou was corrupted to cic, leading to disappearance of i and what 
we read. In 27 the words, év 5’ 4 rvpdopos Oeds, seem to be inter- 
polated from 0.C’. 55, I should suppose to fill up a lacuna. They 
do not seem very appropriate here, and are used in a very dif- 
ferent sense there. One might conjecture: xdzi rots, tupuws 
o7ws, striking out the comma before and after Aowods éxOirros 
in 28. 


36, 37 I would read: oxAnpas ds Huds dorv Kadpuetov podwv | 
woot "~Avoas Sacpov ov mapeixouev. doidds is inadmissible in 
lambics. 

41 ixerevouev. Here is the exception, which proves the rule, 
for ixerevouev could hardly be got into a senarius at all, without 
an anapaest in the first place. Compare 0.C’. 1327. 


85, 86 I hardly think Oedipus would call Creon, dvaé. Perhaps 
we should read: tiv’ jpiv qees, mat Mevouxéws Kpéov | éudv re 
Kndeup, x Oeod dyunv hepwv ; 

105 For yé ww Hartung suggests y’ éyw. I should prefer 
yé Tov. 

117 This verse is not very satisfactory as it stands. Perhaps 
we should read: xareidev, ob tis Gv mwuOdpevos expdbor. Kareidey 


as Dindorf tells us, is ths MS. reading and ozov, not drov, of the 
first hand. 


227 No doubt something has fallen out after this verse, in 
which the case of the self-accuser was dealt with. But I 
should say more than one verse only was missing, as Dindorf 
supposes. 


244-268 I regard this whole passage as an interpolation, and 
a feeling that there is something wrong with it has no doubt 
led Dindorf to read 246-251 after 272, for which I can see no 
sufficient reason. I regard however 267, 268 as the work of 
another hand, and intended to be read between 245 and 246. 
Note that the anapaest in 256 occurs in a verse I do not regard 
as genuine. 

284-286 There seems no reason why the chorus should 
call Teiresias, dvag. I would read the passage thus: dvaég; 
dvaxtt Tav0’ épavr’ ériotapat | PoiBw pddtora Tetpeciav, rap’ ov yé 
ro. | oxomav tis av Tad’ éxpdbo. cadéorata ; so too I would read 
in 303, 304: As te rpoordryy | cwrnpa 6’ aya oé povvov éSeupic- 
xonev. I suppose corruption of dua to dva has led to dvaé. 
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294 The MS. reading is de(uaros 7’ not demarwv, Restoring 
deiuatos I would read y’ for 7’. 

316, 317 réAy in 316 has arisen from an explanation of Avy, 
AvowréAy. I would read then: éva px Avy | ppovety Hpovodvre 
K.T.A. 

324, 325 Leaving out 325 as interpolated, I would read 324 
thus: 6p@ yap ov cot Kaipiov dwrnp’ iov. As Oedipus speaks one 
verse at 319, so one would expect Teiresias to speak one verse 

326 In any case for y' I would read p’, but I do not see what 
satisfactory sense can be attached to dpovav. I would read : pj 
mpos Gedy ye wij p’ arorrtpadys. dpovdy has I suppose been intro- 
duced, though ineptly, because of dpoveire in 328. 

329 oa, as I have observed at the end of the preface, cannot 
be elided in Tragedy. I would read then in 329: Os répa pa 
ciry, TovdE 7’ expyvw kaka, i.€.as Creon ultimately understands 
it to mean, ‘I will be true to Creon so long as he is true to me.’ 
Literally, ‘I will never betray a man’s secrets to his undoing, so 
long as he does not betray mine.’ The sense of 328, 329 as we 
read them, is obscure and confused. 

336 I hold to be interpolated. One would expect Oedipus to 
speak two verses only, 

345, 346 I think we should read these verses thus: oidév 
rapyow y* toh. yap doxav enot. Thus Oedipus will speak four 
verses to Teiresias’ two, just as he speaks two at 354, 355 to 
Tei esias’ four. 

360 I should prefer: # ’krepa A€ywr ; this seems to me better 
in itself, and confirmed by the atéis @pacov of Oedipus’ answer. 

405 Here again elision of ca points to something wrong. I 
would read then 404, 405 thus: juiv 766’, os ev eikacoas, Ta TODO’ 
exy | opyy AcAcyOat, ta Te oa viv, vag, doxet. Disappearance of 7é6’ 
may have had something to do with the matter. I may observe 
I know of no instance of the chorus in this play calling Oedipus 
anything but dvag, except in 1073, where, as I will show, it is 
due to interpolation. 

420 for woios Aya, I would read, rota vary, Aeywv, I con- 
ceive took the place of vary, and was corrected metri gratia to 


Ayan. 
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516 I would read with Blaydes: Soxet ru zpos y' euov. Te 
would easily disappear before 7 (see Dindorf’s note). 

566 The MS. reading is @avdvros, not xravovros. But it 
appears to me that 566, 567, are interpolated. 568 properly 
answers to 565, and the intrusion of these verses, which are not 
to the purpose, only weakens the effect intended. 

583 Heimsoeth’s emendation, éyw for éya, seems to commend 
itself. 

598 wav. Dindorf has the note: dmav pr. and it seems 
better than wav. JI would read: ro yap rvyeiv évraif’ azav 
avrots eVL. 

604 There should be a full stop at the end of this verse. 

605 For roir’ ddd’ (for such is the MS. reading, with the 
gloss, rotro dé, written above it,) I would read: rodro 8 ér’ x.1.A. 

630 I would read, restoring ride: xdpoi wédews THOS’, odyi 
Tol povw, pera. 

631-633 I think we should read: zavcac6’, advaxtes" GAG 
Tide Katpiay | ahav éx Séuwy oretyovrav ‘loxdornvy op. The 
words, peé’ 77s —ypewv (632, 633) savour of interpolation. 

637, 638 are not improbably an interpolation. If they are 
left out Jocasta will speak three verses to Creon’s three, 

709 éyov for péreyov. Compare Phaedrus, p. 244 c. égavry 
eTO(NTE TOV EAUTHS EXOVTA TOS TOV TWapovTa Kal TOV EreLTa XpovoV. 

728 The MS. reading is ivoorpadeis. I would read then: 
woias péptpvas Tovd’ wro otpadeis Acyees; By what care are you 
exercised that you say this ! 

766 I would read: wapeor 54 for rapeorw. And suppose 
him present. Dislike to crasis with dAAa, may have led to 6) being 
left out. 

785 I would read : Kay To. pe Keivouv ad OOmLNY kAvov. The 
explanation érepropny expelled ad’. 

815 MS. reading; tis roddd y' avdpds viv €or abAwirepos ; Dind, 
(referring to 1204) ris roid’ dxovew dvdpos afAwrepos; I should 
prefer: ris roidé y' dvdpis aOAuirepos KAvaw ; The expl. viv éor 
expelled «Avew. 

816 appears to be interpolated, 

821, 822 Lalsostrongly suspect, They interrupt the course of 
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the speech, and do not well harmonize with what precedes or 
follows. 

823, 824 have I think been affected by the interpolation, and 
I would read them thus: dp’ otx« dvayvos ; obyi was ebuy Kakos ; 

| <i xp puyetv pe pyre Trois pods idety «.7.A. restoring pyr’ in 

825, where Dindorf has the note: pa) p’ pr. in pyr mutatum a 
m, antiqua, while on 824 he has: por (sic) a m. antiqua in 
pare mutatum, © 

856 I would read: xaréxrav’, aids ds wapofer odero, restoring 
the caesura. 

852, 853 These verses should I think be read thus: ovrot 
mol’ ovros tov ye Aaiov dovéea | havo. o’ liv dpbis, ov ye Aogias dvat 
«.7.A. I have to observe: that the MS. reading (in 852) is rov 
not gov: that dovéa, not being recognised as a dissyllable, was 
changed to ddévov: that diuaiws is an explanation of dpéis, 
which has intruded itself into the text expelling a’ av before 
opes, and dvaé at the end of the verse, and leading further 
to the change of dpas to dpGov, metri gratia. Besides all this 
Jocasta never calls Oedipus dvagé, any more than the Chorus calls 
him Oedipus. 

943,944 The MS, reading is: 10. wis clras; 7) rébvyxe 
TloAvBos; AT. «i d€ par) | Acyw 7’ ey raAnbes agi Oavetv.  Dind. 
mas elas ; 7 TEOvnKey Oidtrov warip; ALT. réOvynxer ci be jar) abros 
aii@ Oaveiy. I would read: 10. wis dys; teOvyxe IoAvBos; 
AT. avris as ey, | ci py A€yw TdAnbes, agi Oaveiv. Disappear- 
ance of ws after atrds led I suppose to what we read. 

968 I should prefer : xcarw xéxevbe yas «TA. On is clearly out 
of place and Dindorf has this note: 5) primo omissum addidit 
eadem manus. xe would easily disappear before the xe of xevée 
leading to the intrusion of 5). It is specially the perfect that 
has the intr. sense. 

976 The MS. reading is: 7d pentpos A€xos. I would read: 
Kai TOs ; TO uyTpos de A€yos ovK dxvely pe ypy ; Se would easily dis- 
appear before A€yos. 

1031 The MS, reading is: & xatpois AapBaves. IL would 
read: ri 6’ dAyos toyovr’ éAaBes ev KaipO av pe. Kalp@ ot, WAS 
I suppose corrupted to xapoto., and év xaipois AapBaves is a 
paraphrase. 

1062, 1063 The MS. reading (in 1062) is: odd’ dv ek rpirys 


- 
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éyw. I should prefer: ovdé xav rpirys aro | éya rpidovAos pyrpds, 
exavel KAKY. 

1071, 1072 are clearly interpolated as appears from 1075- 
1075, and this has led there to the further interpolation of the 
words, Oidirovs—yuvy. As I have before observed the Chorus 
never calls Oedipus anything else but avag. I would read then 
1072, 1073 thus: ri wore BeGynxev de city ; dxva O dva€ x.7.X. 

1167 Perhaps for yevyyyzarwv we should read xexAnpevos. 

1178 I should prefer é 7’ for as, é 7 was, I suppose, cor- 
rupted to wer’. 

1184 Note here the elision of re at the end of the verse 
(compare 29), a practice it would seem peculiar to Sophocles, 
like the shortening of the last syllable of jyiv, tpiv, ypas, das 
There is however an example in Ahesus 950, where for the 
manifestly corrupt, parnv dp’ judas @pyxcos otparyAarys (for such 
is the MS. reading) édévvac’, "Exrop, rade BovActoa popov, we 
should read : parny dp’ otros @pyxiw otparnddry o | édévvac" x.7.A. 
It should have been clear to those who corrected orparnAarns to 
duppyAarys, that jas could not be right, for it was Hector not 
the Chorus the charioteer charged with the murder. A comic 
effect is produced by the Chorus thus blurting out, that they 
had all along supposed Hector to be guilty till the Muse 
undeceived them, 

1225 I should prefer: éyyeveis is, ef y' ru x.7.A. 

1249 Note omission of augment of éyodro to avoid anapaest, 

1264 6 d6¢. The MS. reading in 1265 is drws 6’. I think 
then we should read ows 6’ here, and in 1265 60’ eivopa, or ode 
Preret. 

1271-1274 This passage as it stands is obscure and confused, 
if not unintelligible. I would endeavour to restore it thus: 
TowalT edupvav, as oe Tov oxdtov Brerew | ypewv TO AouTdv ovvEK’ 
ous mev ovK det | idovev, Os Expnley ovk éyvwxores. I borrow rowatr 
épupvov from 1275. iSovev refers to the children he had by his 
mother, ot« éyvwxores to Laius and Jocasta. What follows 1274 
to the end of the speech I regard as entirely or inextricably 
interpolated. 

1380 has every appearance of being interpolated. 

1411 is I believe interpolated. We certainly can do very 
well without it, 
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1427 I suspect Soph. wrote dxddvdov. Compare Phil. 1327. 

1463-1465 I would{read : aly ywpis ovror’ éordby tpdrel’ enol, 
leaving out the rest, and in 1466, raiv for aiv. 

1481 I should prefer és for as. 

1506 Whether we read éxyeveis or é¢yyeveis the sense is un- 
satisfactory. J should prefer to read 1505, 1506, thus: ras coi 
"x yevous | wrwyxds avavdpous wepiidys dAwpévovs. In 1505 the MS. 
reading is rapidys, and in 1506, eyyevets. 

1512-1514 The MS. reading is viv 8 rodr’ evyeobe por, | ob 
Katpos det Gyv, rod Biov 5€ Awovos | tas Kipjoat Tod pvrevoavTos 
mwatpés. No one could suppose such a text to be genuine but 
Dindori’s emendations are hardly satisfactory. I would read : 
evopat dé AWovos | Biov rvxeiv ou rod huTevoavtos waTpds. 

1526 I believe to be interpolated. 

1528, 1529 I would read in one verse thus: dore Oyyrov 
ovTa ponder’ OABioat xpewv, mpiv dv x.7.X. 
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104 I rather think we should read: «i ie dox® Te perovws 
poxOuv dew, rejecting 105. 

113, 114 I would read : ovyjropai re, cat ov p’ é& dvd wdde | 
Tifeioa, kpuov, THVO' éws div éxpabw x.7.A. leaving out car’ adcos. 
The MS. reading is woda not roy. 

277, 278 I would read : rév Gedv | poipay (so certain copies) 
ToeiaGe pydepiav ryetobe 6€ «.7.A. 1 should however prefer apav 
for ploipay. 

327, 328 I believe the words & Tarep—Tedyvas, are interpo- 
lated, and also 330, which the MSS. read after 327. The M5. 
reading however in 331 being, & dvoaA1a tpodai, I think the 
whole verse is intended to be assigned to Oedipus, which would 
in itself show it to be spurious. 


362 I suspect roi xarocxotys. Perhaps we should read: ri 
wiv Kar’ oikovs éurokGod po. Tpodyv. Kar’ olxovs ‘from house to 
house. «ara distributive. {yrotoa I regard as a gloss on 
eurohora. 

369 Blaydes rightly objecting to Acyw reads ddvw. Perhaps 
for Aoy» we should read ddxe (for éddxec to avoid anapaest), 
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placing after it the comma that now stands at the end of 368, 
and a comma after gprs in 367. 


380, 381 I think we should read these verses thus: os 
avtix' Apyos 7) zpos otpavov BiBav, | tiuBw xade=wv 7 TO Kadpetuv 
wedor, i.e. he would either exalt Argos to the skies, or if defeated 
would be buried in Theban earth. Corruption of ripBw to ryA 
led to the confusion. 


391 7 is an insertion of Hermann’s to fill up the verse. I 
would suggest : tis 6’ avdpos éx Tove y’ eb mpakecev av. 


402 I should prefer: xetvourr tripBw dvorvyav ever Bapis. 


404 zpocfécfa is not very satisfactory, and it would seem 
from Dindorf’s note that wéAas originally stood before zpoc- 
Geofar. Perhaps we should read: rovrov rpobéobar toivuy oide 
o ovvexa x.7.A. méAas then may have been an explanation that 
got into the text. 


481 I would read: dpdécov pedioons. idatos may have arisen 
from an inept explanation of dpsaov. péAwcoa by itself cannot 
possibly stand for honey. The two first libations were to be of 
water, the third of honey. 


504, 505 There is surely something wrong here. I should 
be disposed to read: dAX’ ci’ éya teAotoa Tadra, Tov Torov 6, | iv’ 
av pm’ éevpeiv yp7y ‘ott, BovAopat pabeiv. No doubt it was dislike 
to the elision at the end of the verse that led to the corrupt text 
we read. ‘I desire to know the place where those things are I 
have need to find.’ teAotoa without an object seems to me 
impossible, 

554 For dxovwy Nauck would read Aetoowv. I think we 
should read 553, 554 thus: caaco: viv | év rourid’ dxcodw pao 
eLerriorapat, 

583 The yp. ra Aotod’ dp (sic) airy, seems intended for, ra 
Note’ dza:re?, which I should prefer to the present reading. 

590 The MS. reading is: «i OéAovr’ dv. I would read: add’ 
av Oédoudv yy’ odd€ col hevyew Kadov. 

684, 685 I think these verses originally stood thus: @apoety 
ev ov eywye Kal yvens épys | dvev o° érawe «.7.A. The MB. 
reading is: xdvev tis éuys | yvouns érawo, in violation of the 
canon, to which probably disappearance of o’ before the é of 
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érawo led. As however they do not well harmonize with the 
rest of the speech, I suspect they are interpolated. 

732 Dindorf says, Videtur épdcew fuisse, and the future 
seems to be required. I would read: 7Kw yap ob dpacew te 
BovAnOets «.7.X. 

755 1 would restore viv (or rather vvv) at the end of this 
verse, reading in 757: @éAnoov doru kai dopovs oixeiy madw. 

758 Perhaps we should read: ryde yj woAAR yapw x.7.A, 759, 
760 seem to point to yn rather than woAss. 

780 The MS. reading was originally rode without any dv. 
I would read : paryy dp’ dv ot trHode y WOovys Tvyos, without any 
mark of interrogation. araiov I suppose got into the text for 
parny, and y’ dropped out. 

797 I should prefer: ddd’, toft yap ov tatra pa) reicew 
py tO. 

$13, 814 The MS. reading is: od ce, tpos d€ tovs diAous, in 
813. I would read then: papripoyat tovcd'’, ot o' éb’ Os apds 
Tous didovs | rot’ dvrape(Ber y’, dAAA a” Hv Ew wore. Oedipus inter- 
rupts him. ¢6 disappeared before ds. 

861 oi is an insertion of Heimsoeth’s. I would read: Sever 
Too eras. KP. viv d€ cat terpaterar. What we read has arisen 
from a paraphrase as thus : dewdv A€yets. todro de viv rempaterat. 

871 I should prefer: dxovere rade, supposing dpare to have 
arisen from the épiox of 872, and I would read then: épaat 
we YE TOL Kame, Kal Ppovoico’ dri x.t.d. ye Would disappear before 
TOL. 

923 is a manifest interpolation. 

954, 955 With Blaydes I hold these verses to be interpolated. 
yijpas appears to be incorrectly used in a sense suggested by 1519. 
Compare also Aesch. S.C.7'. 682. 

1016 I would certainly read efepyarpevon with Schmidt, for 

1018 This question is ironically asked by Creon, and the 
dpavpos pus is Oedipus. I would read then in 1019, 1020: coi 
pev karapyetv Tis dod, moyrds O' éyd | Gp’ ely’ x.7.X. 

1021 jpév is manifestly wrong. I would read: ras raidas, 
Hw autos éxdeiEys Tapwv. 

1029, 1030 I would read in one verse: od} yAov UBpw eis 
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Tooyve ykovra viv, doxevoy is manifestly a gloss on yAov, which 
has led to further interpolation. 

1156-1165 The words coi pev—ovyyey de (1156, 1157) 
appear to me to be interpolated, for this would at once arouse 
the suspicions of Oedipus, who, however, has no idea of who the 
suppliant may be, till Theseus speaks 1167. I also regard 1163 
as an interpolation and a variant of 1160, where however I 
would read zotov for wédarov, which I believe to have been 
suggested by the interpolated clause, col piv—ovyyevn dé. Simi- 
larly I regard 1164, 1165 as interpolated, as their confused 
construction shows, and as a variant of 1161,1162. I would give 
then the passage thus: @H. gaciv rw’ jiv dvipa rpoomecdvra 
wus | Bona xabjoba to Iloceddvos, tap’ & | Guwy exvpov, Aviy' 
wppedpnv eyo. | OL. roidv te rporypycovra ra Oaxyarti; | OH. ovK 
olda wAHv &" cov yap, as A€yoval pot, | Bpayiv tw’ airei pibov ove 
oyKow tAcov. | OL. ris Oyr’ dy ely Tivd’ 6 mporbaxay edpav. 

1196 seems to me interpolated. Antigone is reminding 
Oedipus of the ill effects of the fit of passion, in which he put 
out his eyes. What is referred to in this verse is the last thing 
she would mention. 

1209, 1210 I would restore ot d€ in 1209 reading thus: ob 
8¢ | ods, to’, dav wép tis Oedv oily p’, Eve. ps’ Ever was I suppose 
corrupted to pe ov, leading to what we read, and ioé: being under- 
stood in the sense of ‘be’ not ‘ know,’ 

1250 is in my judgment, interpolated. 

1256 Dindorf has the note : versus serius in margine additus. 
I hold it to be interpolated, and placing a comma after rovd’ in 
1255, I would read in 1257: civ oday spot vw évOdd’ exBeBdy- 
poevov. 

1279 The MS. reading is: otrws p’ addy ye. Ido not think 
either we or ye has any business here, and I would read 1278, 
1279 thus: ws py pe Tov Geo ye mpoorarny ady OUTwWS aTimoV 
pondev x.7.A. 

1320-1322 There is surely much interpolation here. I would 
read the passage thus: éxros d€ oiv rots [lapHevoraios dpvurat | 
"Apxas, 'AraAavrys Tis tply dduyrov yovos. 

1333 xpyvav can hardly be right. I would read yovdrwy, cor- 
ruption of which to tozarwy, may have led to xpyvav. 
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1358 I would read: Gr’ abrés év. wovw has arisen from not 
understanding the construction of raira. | 

1361 I would read ‘0d dovéwy for cov dovéws, and in 1362, 
1363: od@w ydp pe poyOw rad eOjKatr’ evrpodov, | cdw p’ éEecioal’, 
ov éxar’ dAvmevos, and odav for cov in 1366. This seems to me 
indicated by iets in 1369. 

1370 I think we should read: rovyip Bdérwv pév ot a’ dpa 
Saiuwv ti rw «.7.A. Corruption of ot o’ dpa to eicopa may have 
led to what we read. 

1425 It seems to me é£ dudoiv can hardly be right. Perhaps 
we should read é£ avoir. 

1435, 1436 I think the words rad’—@avovr’ (i.e. GavevTr) are 
interpolated, but the rest genuine. They seem to be a com- 
mentary on opev 6 ev didoin Zevs (so may Zeus prosper you if you 
do so and so), while rade refers to the clause they have expelled. 
Something like this must have originally stood there: éué dé 
Gécbov radw | davdvr’ «.7.A. But a hundred different things 
might be suggested, and the passage cannot be restored with any 
approach to certainty. 

1501 is clearly interpolated, and I would read in 1500 xcawds 
for kowos. xrvos refers to the thunderings. 

1514, 1515 I would read : Bpovrat duaredcis aide y’, dorpawavra 
7 €k, TA TOAAG xeElpos THS avixytov BeAy. The MS. reading is ai 
mwoAXa Bpovrai duareAcis Ta ToAAG 7’ a | orpawavra yeipos x.7.A. ToAAG 
has, I take it, arisen from rodAai an explanation of daredets, 
while ye is clearly required, and one would expect é« or dé with 
xeipos. As regards orpdaavra for dorpdwavra I can find no 
authority for orpamrw in Attic. 

1543 I believe odav, vév like ovdeis (Alc. 671) form an excep- 
tion to the rules as to a spondee in the fifth place. Compare 
Heraclidae 640, where indeed it is easy to place vav before cwrip. 
But the order cwrijp vév is preferable to vév owryp, since vey is 
to be taken with cwrip and not with jes. So then in Jph. 7’. 
491, 492, where 492 is clearly not such a verse as would have 
been written by Euripides, I would read 491 thus: @uvoeias 
érioraperba—I®. rorepos opav apa, leaving out Kai yvyvooKopmer in 
491, and 492 altogether. 

1550-1553 I would read this passage thus: viv & écyardv 
cov, Tiv TeAevTaiay odov | épTwv wap’ “Avdny, HYdpnv: GAN’, & E€ver | 
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didrare, ot 7’ adbros, olde tpdaTo\ol Te vol «7.4. In any ease we 
are well rid of ywpa @ nde in 1523, which has every appearance 
of being an interpolation, and ofje is certainly more required 
with wpooroAa than 7d with yepa. 

1581, 1582 have every appearance of being interpolated, ra 
mpayGevra and tapya are practically the same thing, and it is not 
thus that Sophocles expresses himself. 

1584 For dei, I would read év@ade, and for Biorov, Biov. 

1596 I believe to be interpolated. 

1606-1608 I would read: Zeds éxrimnoce bovis, ws 8 FKov- 


catyv | Tw rapbeve, 'pplynoay és re yovata | KAdovre watpos éreror 
«7.4. Compare Dindorf’s emendation, poddvre for podocdoat 
(1601), and note what a crop of augments has been wrongfully 
omitted, 

1616 For Avec we should read Aidcea, for the a of Ave is 
certainly short, and I know of no instance of its being length- 
ened, 

1624-1626 @wiicow cannot be construed with the acc., unless 
indeed it is a cognate acc. I would read the passage thus: aire 
‘TriOwie’, Gore wacw dpbias | otivat tpixas Seioact, woAAa yap 
Geos | xaXei ves © ovros, Oldérous x.7.A. synizesis of ® with ovros. 

1645-1647 The clause doracri | dpaprodmevy (1646, 1647) is 
miserably confused and corrupted. The expression dotaxti 
oréevew is an impossible one, nor do I think that the t of dcraxri 
can be lengthened. Moreover it is not the Athenians, but his 
own daughters who should lament over Oedipus. I would 
endeavour to restore the passage thus: tocatra gwijcavTos ws 
nxovoaper, | EipravTes oppanerOa, TO S€ raid’ Gmov | dotaxti dax- 
puovr’: éxet 6 dmjAGopev «.7.A. But I am not satisfied with 
amnA@opnev. Perhaps we should read then in 1647, 1648; érei 3’ 
ypeioaptev | 700’, év Bpayet, x.7.A., rejecting ypdvw, which is very 
likely a gloss. 

1659-1666 I suspect éférpaée in 1659, and I hold xiwyfetoa— 
xpovw in 1660, and 1664-1666 to be interpolated. I would read 
then 1658-1660 thus: ov yap tis avrov éfereute mupdopos | Geov 
Kepavvos, ov GveAAa wovria, reading 1661, 1662 as we find them, 
and rejecting 1664-1666. (There appears to be no 1663). 
Note that I have borrowed éféreme from the éferéuzer’ of. 1664. 

1662 GAvrnrov must be connected with airoy and depend on 
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éétreue. The construction is harsh, but Ido not doubt this is 
the explanation. Failure to see this has given rise to the yp. 
dAaprerov of 8. 
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7 Note the anapaest dyopa. But there seems to be much in- 
terpolation, and I would read 4—7 thus: ro yap 706’ dAgos "Ivdyou 
Breres Kopyns | tis olotporAnyos: ovf dpirtepais 6 Ode K.7.A., 
omitting the rest. +d yap 74d ddcos BAéreis x.7.A, is equivalent 
to: 7d dAcos rod 6 BAéres ‘Ivayou éori Kopys. 

9 I believe this verse to be interpolated, and rejecting it I 
would read, 70 for re, in 10, 

11, 12 Here again is interpolation. I would read these 
verses in one thus: ofev cé rote mpos ons KaovyvyTys AaBav 
K.T.A. 

17, 18 I would read: dpvidwv, roAov r’ | dorpwy pédawa 
KataAcAoiTev eppovy. Compare note on O.C’. 503. 

273-276 The repetition cvyxowwpevyy, dvverre (274, 276) and 
the intolerable aore in 275 point to interpolation. I would read 
273-275 thus: civ pytpi, pyrep’ et y' Ett mpowavoavy ypewr | THVv 
TAnmOV, HTis we TO pudorope «.7.A. It may be that the dis- 
appearance of the 7 of ér before the 7 of wpocavéav set the 
interpolator to work. 

305, 306 I should prefer in 305 rus 7° evraiéa for ras oveas 
re, and in 306 ras éxetOev for ras drovcas. In both cases an in- 
terpolation ovcas may have led to what we read. 

325, 326 I think we should read in one verse: Xpvoobeuw 
éxmepwoar, evtadia yepoiv «.7.A, leaving out the rest. 

339 For «i 3’ eAcvfépav pe det 1 should be disposed to read 
kel o €AevOepay ede «.7.A. «K would disappear after is, and o° 
before the é of éAcviepay. 

363 I would read : eyoi yap eorw py AAuretv Todov povor. 

435 For d\\’ 7 zvoaiow I would read: dAdo TOTaMOUT LI". 
Disappearance of ra led to add’ dvéuourw and so to add’ 7 
TWVOGLTLW. 

453-457 airov in 454, atrod in 456, and airov in 457 is 
too much of a good thing. Note, too, repetition of éOpovs, 
€xOpoirw (454, 456), I would read then: airot 6’ dpwyov yi 
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eievy poAciv, | re maid tr’, éxOpovs ws éxeuPpvar wodt, I can see 
no justification for Zévra in 456, 

466, 467 No good sense can be got out of these verses as 
they stand. I would read: dpacw rode’ Sdixarov yap, ovd' éyet 
Adyov | Avew épiLovr'’, GAA’ exvomevdew To Spay. I will do so; for 
it is just, nor in such a case is it reasonable for one to impede 
action by disputing, but to hasten it. Understanding as I do in 
my version the masculine participle will be justified. 

530 The MS. reading is obros ods. Perhaps we should read ; 
ovTos 6 wos. 

534 The first hand has 6é not 67 after diéafov. I would read 
then: didagov otv p’ orw xdpw tivwy, and ’Apyetos in 535. I 
suppose ovy to have dropped out after d/Sagov, and p’ dtw to have 
been corrupted to je Tov. 

540 I should prefer : 7js 6 rAods 60’ ovvexa, supposing Fv to be 
an interpolation, . 

586 is added from the margin, where it was written by the 
first hand. I think it is interpolated, and I would read in 585: 
éu’ otv didagov, ei Oedets, Grov xapw, and ravov for Aris in 587, 

690-695 With Paley I hold these verses to be interpolated. 
In that case then 694,695 cannot be adduced as an example 
from Sophocles of two successive verses beginning with tri- 
syllabic feet, only one of which begins with a proper name, nor 
Phil. 794, 795, as I will show presently. 

715 Here, as in 0.2. 1249, the augment is left out at the 
beginning of a verse to avoid an anapaest, but in 716 I would 
read Kevrpwv éeidovr’ ovdev ws imepPadciv, rejecting 717-719 as 
manifestly interpolated. This, of course, has nothing to do with 
deiSovro, and I can only suppose that < disappeared before ¢, and 
that the copyists with perverse ingenuity read detdovro xévtpwv, 
instead of restoring it. 

749-751 I do not doubt are interpolated, and rejecting 
‘them, I would read in 752 qgopovpevov for dopovpevos, and in 753 
mpodaivovr for mpodaivwy* Note dvwAcAvée in 750 as a sign of 
interpolation, and compare notes on Agam. 595 and Orest, 
1137. ary ys: _— 

757-760 ciis in 757, peyorov copa dedaias in 758, I 
believe to be interpolations, and I would read the passage 
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thus: «af vw wupa xéavres &v yadxo Bpayet | orodov épover 
Poxewy reraypevor | avdpes, Tarpwas as Adyor TipBov xOovds. 

783 Dindorf has the note: dmyAdayyv: par a m. prima, 
I should prefer amyAAaypat. 

797 Dindorf has the note: giArciv a m. aliquanto recentiore 
in rvyetv mulatum. This seems to me to indicate that we should 
read 797 thus: woAA@v av nxots, @ Ev’, détos diAwv. agios in the 
sense of dvragiws. Compare 1260-1262. 

804, 805 I would read in one verse: dp’ tpiv ws ddyotoa 
KWKUCAQL OOKEL ; 

821 For trav évdov I would read rév »’ evdov, and I would 
reject 822 as interpolated. 

914 Perhaps we should read: zpdeaew romir’, ovr’ jv vw av 
Spacav Aafeiy. I suspect it was originally eAavdav’ dv, which 
some learned corrector changed to éAav@avev. Disappearance of 
vw after #v led I suppose to épao’ éAavéav’' av. 

968, 969 I think we should read : zp&rov pév eioeBis ob Tod 
KaTw T amo | ratpos KekAnoel, TOU Kaotyvyrou @ apa, and eve for 
kadei in 971. Gavovros in 969 seems clearly out of place. 

989 The natural order would be: fy aivypiis aicypov. 


1005, 1006 seem to me as much interpolated as 1007, 1008 
rejected by Dindorf. 

1023 1 would read: aAQX’ ot dicw y' Hv «.t.A. The MS. read- 
ing is jv not }. od I suppose disappeared before ¢. 

1028 There is clearly something wrong with this verse. I 
believe avéfouat kAvovea to be due to an explanation. I would 
suggest: kai Tatra, ywrav p’ ev A€yys, erawerw. One would 
certainly expect »’ before et, which as we read the verse would be 
contra metrum. 

1121, 1122, and 1125 are I suspect interpolated, Omitting 
them, Orestes and Electra will speak, as they should do, two 
verses each. 

1133 I should prefer : kleWaca Tatvoe Kat dovov aucac’ azo. 
Dindorf has this note: xadvacwoacOa, ca a Manu recenti super- 
seripto ; but [ do not accept his inference, quae cav scribere 
voluit. 

1164 is clearly a variant of 1163, and interpolated. 

1170 I regard as interpolated as well as 1173. 

Ea 
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1171 I should prefer: Qvyrod répuxas zarpos ws, & rai, dpovet. 

1193 Perhaps we should read: ris mpds Biav yap rydé oe mpo- 
Tperer Bpotav ; 

1278 I would read: 4 xdpra Kav ddAowi o” éxeOipovrv ideiy. ev 
dAXowwt, aMong strangers. 


1332, 1333 I think we should read: wdAa dvddoowv, Rv dy, 
iorov, év Sopuors | ra Spdpeva ohov tpdcbev 7 Ta owpara. 

1384 I should prefer ry for viv, unless indeed the verse is 
interpolated. 


1353 I should prefer: 68 éori: py viv p’ egerXeyye wAcloow. 
1430, 1481 I would read these verses thus: OP. 4 rov yap 


avép’ awoppov eicoparé ov; HA. ywpet y’ ép’ apiv otros éx mpoac- 
tiov. There will then be no need of 1432. But I suspect 1428 
is an interpolation suggested by the eicopare of 1430, which is 
no doubt addressed to the chorus, and that it has in turn acted on 
1430, 1431 causing the confusion we now find there. I hold 
then that there is an uninterrupted lacuna between 1427 and 
1430. 


ns ns 
1449 Dindorf has the note: te g@iArdrwv, ex quo manus 
recentior tys et tys fecit. I would read then ra@v 7’ éuav ot 
gidrarot. of piAtaro. was no doubt corrupted toy pArary, and 7’ 


dis:ppeared after the 7 of trav. 

1463 zpocrvxav. It seems to me the fut. participle, not the 
aorist, would be required. I would read: péeAAwv xodacrod ’pod 
TuxXEW K.T.X. 

1478 I would read: Gyv tov Oavové’, SBovvex’ dvtavdg o’ toa. 
The MNS. reading is (av rots, not favras. 

1495, 1496 I would read: uy poimiracc’, add’, evOarep 
karextaves | matépa Tov éuov, i’ ds av év ratte Oavys. émiragce not 
taoce 18 clearly required. 

1499 oa cannot be elided. I read: ra yotv od: rav cot pavris 


axpos ely’ éyw. tov for rovTwr. 
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47 If Sophocles had written éore:ye we should not find rijyv for 
mv. I would suggest wppare. Compare 156, 

79-81 I do not think there is any lacuna, and I would read 
the verses thus: as 7 reAeurav, 7 ode TOvd apavta det | G6Aov Biov 
tov Nourov evaiwy’ €xeuw. 

_ 83-85 I think we should read: otx ef fwépEwy, ws doi, 
gwerwopevou | Keivov, cetaopel’, oiyouefa 6’ dAwAdtos. L borrow 
dAwAdros from the éfoAwAdros of the spurious verse 84, rejected 
by Dindorf. 

90, 91 I would read 90 thus: viv 6’ as EvvijKa tobpov ot« €hAct- 
Werat, leaving out 91. Hyllus is sent not rvféoGa, but évvépfac. 

93 I would read for érei miGoiro, drw tiGetro, i.e. if one brings 
good conduct into the market, though late in the day, it will 
bring him in a profit. Compare 1 Tim. 6, 6, éore d€ ropurpos 
péeyas y etoéBea per’ aitapxeias. Here 1d ed mpaooev is the 
TOpUT[LOs. 

166-171 In clearing out 166-168 and 170, Dindorf has not 
got rid of all the interpolated matter. J would read 169, 171 
thus: rowira pevton dyyov atdjoal wore x.T.A. 

173-175 Here again there seems to be much interpolation 
nor can I reconcile myself to the construction of cvpBaiver with 
the gen. I would read then the passage thus; xai twvde vapep- 
Tea ov Baiver yporw | Td vir, Gap’ dof’ eidovoay éxmnday eue k.7.A. 

196 I should prefer: éxaortos otroGe yap éxpabeiv GéAwv K7.X. 

226 The MS. reading is dpovpa not dpovpdv. I think we should 
read : dpovpav wapyA’ 68’ wore py) Ac’ooew orodos. Corruption 
of zapyAG’ 66’ to rapyAGe 3’, led to dpovpa, orddov, and insertion 
of rovée. 

230-241 230, 231 I reject on their own merits (note by 
the way that Lichas never calls Deianeira yiva:, but always 
déorowa) and 232-241 on the ground of their absolute incom- 
patibility with 184-204, which makes it impossible Deianeira 
should put the question here attributed to her, Before Lichas 
can continue what he was about to say, she interrupts him to 
ask about the captive women, whose appearance moves her 
compassion. In 242 I would read dAX’ aide for atrac dé. 
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250-253 I would read this passage thus: dA’ éurodnbets 
‘Opdadry. py tov Acyov | bOdvos rpocéetm, Zevs Grov mpaxrwp 
avy. Marks of interpolation are: yiva: addressed to Deianeira ; 
repetition of ws dya’ abros, ms abras Aeyer, (249, 253), where the 
first is most appropriate to excuse Lichas, the second absolutely 
idle ; anapaest at the beginning of 253; ry BapBapw in 252, 
manifestly to fill up the verse. 

262-281 is certainly an interpolation as the confusion 
between Eurytus and Iphitus, and the style of the verses shows. 
Note that in 267 the MS. reading is dwvei and és, not daveis and 
dvr’. In 282 I would read: "Acdov pev obv 08 airos oikyrwp wedet, 
and read it immediately after 261. ode, Kurytus. 

313 Placing a comma at the end of 312, I would read this 
verse thus: BAerew dowrep €x Ppevav p’ oldev porn. ‘ Who alone 
has a way of looking at me, as though from her soul.’ Naturally 
Tole would look at the wife of Hercules with an earnestness 
very different from the uninterested gaze of the other captives. 
It is this very look that moves the pity of the gentle Deianeira, 
who little dreams who or what sheis. At 320 she must be 
supposed to beckon to Iole to come to her, which she would do 
slowly and reluctantly. In 314 change of é« to «ai and dpevav 
to dpovety with disappearance of p’, would naturally lead to 
BAérove’ understood of Deianeira. 

322, 323 I should prefer to read 322 thus: otd' é ioov yap 
noe Ta TpoaHev xpovw, rejecting 323, 

328 I should prefer: xaxy pev, add’ airy ye cuyyvepnv Exe. 
Lichas would naturally express himself in an awkward confused 
manner. 

3o1 The M8. reading is Avrny not veay, I think we should 
read 329-331, thus: 7 6’ otv éacOw Kai oréyas ovTws itu, | pd’ 
avTt Admys mpos y' €“ov Avryv Ado. 

356, 357 I would read: od rai Avdots 'Oudadns Aatpevpara, 
regarding the words, ot§—yopos, in 356 as interpolated, and 
reading & for dy in 358. 

362-366. There appears to be more interpolation here than 
Dindorf suspects. I would read 362-366 thus: émorparever 
matpioa THOOE, Kai dopous | és TovTde TEUTE od’, OK adpovTioTws 
éyov «T.A. The speaker being a slave would not call Deianeira, 
yivar, but deorowva. 
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368 appears to me to be interpolated. 

369, 370 I would read in one verse: 7 kdpra Aaprpi Karo 
marpos Kipirov. 

389 I would read: add’ ci’: enijs yap ot awd yvaipys dEyes. 
It is probably to the former presence of éuijs that the MS, azo 
is due. 

403, 404 should not be inserted out of their place, but re- 
jected as interpolated. 

405-407 I think we should read; zpos rijv daydpra +’ “Hpa- 
kAcous ei uy) Kup@ | Aevoowv paraa, deordtw te THY eunv. I think 
one should rather suppose «Acovs one syllable than pax\eouvs an 
anapaest. 

423 I should prefer ; roAAois éx' dorav ev péoy Tpaywiwv, and 
in 424: wodts dyopa «.7.A, dyopa wodvs is the natural order 
which has taken the place of the more emphatic roAbs dyopa. 
One might, however, be inclined to suppose that Soph. wrote: 
moddois ér’ dotav év péoy Tpaxwiwy | davtos dyopa cov x.7.X, 

433 is I think interpolated, and I would read in 432: wédts 
dapein, xovTe y' 'Opdadyns yapw. The messenger should only 
speak two verses. 

480, 481 roiode rots \cyous in 481 seems to me an interpola- 
tion. I would read: airos d€, detoas orépva pay Avon od K.7.d. 
Except in this one instance Soph. always has the plural orépva, 

550, 551 are I suspect interpolated. 

554 I think we should read pdyevpa, Disappearance of p 
after v led to dAynya, and so metri gratia to Avmna. 





607 I think we should read: pf’ ipov Epxeias és’ Eorias wéAas. 
The corruption has arisen from not recognising the fem. €pxe‘as. 
Compare Ajaz 108. But Aeschylus (Choeph. 652) has épxe‘as 
Gipas, though in 561 he has épxeiovs midas, and in 571 €pxefwy 
muAov, Where however we should perhaps read épxeiav, 

622 I would read here «vpei for éya, regarding éyer as an ex- 
planation, and in 623 ij é@appooac eyes. Adywv iors, the 
seal, Compare 614, 615. iv may very well have disappeared 
after riotis, 

678 «ai Wy Kar’ dxpas omAados. That omaAas can mean 
“shelf” I greatly doubt, nor does the sense seem much helped 
by this explanation, Nor do I think Waw can be correctly used 
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intransitively, I regard then the words in question as inter- 
polated. Leaving them out, and 7 rovr’ émpayby, in 679, I 
would read 678, 679 thus: way 6’ ws dy eidps petfov exreva Aoyov. 

689, 690 I think we should read these verses in one: 
ordacac’ éxpura krnolov Borod Aayvy. Aayvy to be taken both with 
oracaca and ¢éypia. 

699 is I believe interpolated, and I would read in 700: 
exBpwpal’ as BrAdWats dv év town &idov. 

746, 747 airos at the beginning of 746 and warpis of 747 
have been transposed by Nauck. Restoring airés to 746 I 
would read rowide for watpos in 747. I regard warpds as an 
explanation. 

764 and 766 are I suspect interpolated. Leaving them out 
then I would read in 765: aiyeé’ dre 8’ otv DADE dpyiwv éedalero, 

784, 785 are I believe interpolate]. For, in spite of 
Hesychius, the use of ratava in Troades 578 seems to me in no 
way parallel to that of avev@yyneev here. 


787, 788 I would strike out the comma at the end of 787, 
and reading d«pot for dxpat in 788 I would place a comma after 
opeot 80 as to connect, rerpat oper AoxpOv, and, mpives axpot 
EdPoias. 

879 I would read: zpagaca tAnpovérrat’. XO. cireé TO pLopy 
7A. oxerdurara got into the text as an explanation of 
tAnpovéerrata. See note on Phil, 369. 

904,905 I would read: Bwpotci 7 éBpvyaro rpocrintove 
ott | yevowr’ épymot, Kacey’ 6pyavwy orov x.t.A. To the omission of 
the augment in Bpvxaro there is no objection, but there is in 
KAGE. 

910, 911 are I think both interpolated, and not 911 only, as 
Dindorf judges. 

915 I would read gpovpoic’ edpwv for dpovpovw bpw de, and 
perhaps in 914; opparc 6 éym Aabpa od’ erecrtacper. 

943-946 One might endeavour to restore this passage thus : 
rowira Tavdad'* oetis ovv 7) mwAciovas |} Kai du’, % THv yy’ avptov 
Aoyilerat, | paras €orivs ov yap ay THY avpLor, | piv eb maby Tus 
Tiv mapovcay juépav. I think the jjmépov implied in ri atpov 
and the actual juépav of 946 may justify the understanding 
jpépas with wAc/ovas, and that its intrusion may have something 
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to do with the present state of the text. Meinecke’s view (ap. 
Dind.) is: totam hanc perorationem a falsario compositam esse, 
quum genuini versus Sophoclis excidissent. I agree that the 
text as it stands could never have been written by Sophocles, 
In 945 (as I read it) I of course understand ef rd@o. with av. 
Perhaps in 946 we should read raGetv vv, for, ray ths. 


1046-1102 See Preface. 
1105 is I suspect interpolated. 


1138 I should prefer payevpa for orépynua, which I suspect 
has arisen from an explanation, iArpov. 


1158 Perhaps we should read: ¢aveis, drotos dy ob roid’ 
avépos kaXel. éuos being an expl. of roid’ dvdpds. Compare 1200, 
1201. 

1241, 1242 are I suspect interpolated. 
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3 Perhaps we ought to read: &6', & xpaticrov NeowréAcue 
watpos tpadeis, leaving out 4 as interpolated. 

6 also appears to be interpolated. 

22 ciya can hardjy be right, for Neoptolemus speaks aloud 
to Ulysses from a distance. It is true in 30 Ulysses warns him 
to be careful, but Neoptolemus must be supposed to be standing 
not at the entrance to the cave, but at some little distance from 
it, while at 31 he moves forward and looksin. I think then we 
should read: a pot mporeAGav dowov evver’ cir’ é€xe x.t.A, the 
explanation of évvere, oyjpawe, led to docov being changed to 
otya metri gratia. The violation of the Cretic canon points to 
onpatve being an interpolation. 

101 I would read: Aéyw ao’ eyo dorAw rov avdpa dev AaPeiv, 
restoring the caesura. ®Aoxryrny was the expl. of rov avdpa. 
det in 102 seems to correspond to deiv here. 

134 appears to me a manifest interpolation. Athena was no 
doubt a patron of Ulysses but she has nothing to do here. 
Besides, in any case, what has Athene Polias with her accessory 
title of Nice to do with Ulysses ? 


220-222 Note what Dindorf says in his Preface, p. xiii, 
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But I think 220, 221 are interpolated, and also 224. 220, 221 
appear to me to be a variant of 222, 225 up to eizow. 

228 I believe to be interpolated, and also 504. 

307, 308 I would read: otro: poddvres 7 Ti mov Bopas pepos 
x.7.A. leaving out the rest. It is a suspicious circumstance 
that two consecutive verses should begin with trisyllabic feet, 
without both of them beginning with a proper name. See note 
on Llectra 690-695. There are only two other instances of 
éAcety in Sophocles, one in 967, where I would read otxre:por, 
regarding éAénoov-as an explanation, the other in 501, where I 
believe it to be due to interpolation. On the other hand he 
frequently uses oixreipew and érouxreipew. 

819-321 é Adyos can hardly be right. As there is no 
mention of Ulysses in Philoctetes’ answer, who was his special 
aversion, I think we should read: éym 8& Kavos Tourde Tois papTus 
Adyous | rdpe’, "Atpedar, ich, cwvrvybv KaKav. 

327 It is to be noted that Sophocles uses jd in the sense of 
‘hither,’ never of ‘here,’ while Euripides only uses it in the 
sense of ‘thus,’ 

339 I would read: dpxot perv, oiuat, oot y dv, & tddas, ra oa 
x.7.A, oa, as I have often observed, cannot be elided. 

369 For & cyérAkc I would read & rhyov’, i.e. tAjpove (com- 
pare note on 7rach. 879), and perhaps: 7 yap dvdpi tw 'ToApn- 
oarny. 

384 seems to me inconsistent with xoi« airmya in 385, I 
think we should read 382-384 thus: roair’ dxovcas, tov 7’ éuav 
TyTwmevos | Odvocéws am’, éxmer\eve’ olkovs Em. 

408, 409 On 409 Dindorf has this note: 8&écatov, 6 Bad, pr. 
I would read then the verses thus: yAwoon G@cyovta, pydev as 
dikacov av | weAXovTa, wnde Baov, és TeAos wovetv. junde Bacov, like 
the Homeric pnd 7Batdv. 

421-423 Rejecting 421, I would read in 422: Néocrup 3 o 
TlvAuos gore; ta ye yap otros av «.t.\. Gv may have been cor- 
rupted to d7. 

429 For érrw at I should prefer éor 67, but in any case there 
should be a comma before xdvraié’, 


470 I should prefer zpéorporos ixvotpat, Compare 773, 
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485 I should prefer: yovact mpoorirvm oe, for mpoomirvw is 
I think only used metri gratia for zpoo7irrw. 

“486 I would read: ywAds, dxpdtwp: py p’ otv adys Tor 
TAypova. 

490-492 I would read these verses thus: Tpaywiav re Seipad’ 
as defEns watpi, leaving out the rest. The MS. reading is depad’ 
not depdd’, and I repeat the colon, which stands at the end of 
489, after depad’, because [ regard the clause as parenthetical. 

493 The MS. reading is waAativ not wadawv. Dindorf has 
this note: raAaav, cui in margine adscriptum, non ab 8. sed ab 
alia m. antiqua, sine yp., rdAa dv. Perhaps we should read: ds 
by) wadae Kav €€ Grov, dédox’, énoi | ein BeBnxws x.7.A. 

495, 496 Repetition of wéurwv wéuavra is suspicions. 
Perhaps we should read: éoreAAov ws av p’ airs éxowoo podwv 
«.7.A. avtoorodov is, I think, intended to represent airos podwr, 
and the fut. opt. seems the tense required. 

500-504 I find much interpolation here, and [ would re- 
construct these verses thus: viv 5¢ oi p’, dpav ds wave’ éri Evpod 
Bporois | xeirar, wadeiv piv eb wabeiv b€ Garepa, | oixreipe, xpi) yap 
éxTos ovTa mypdrwv, and 505, 506 as they stand in the text. 
What may be intended by dyyeAov in 500 I fail to see, and why 
it should be és vé jew and not rather eis éué 7jxas, as one would 
expect. érixwdtves I regard as an explanation of éri fupoi. 
Compare Ant. 996. 

536-538 I would read : d\Aos yap 068! dv Ti povyy, olpat, Géav' | 
éyo 6 dvayxy tpotpaboyv tAjjva tade. érAn to be supplied with av 
in 536. Dindorf has this note on 538; rade cum yp. xaxd 
ab 5. 

551-553 The clause mpoorvyévrc—mépr (552, 553) appears to 
me to be interpolated. I would read then these verses thus : 
edofé por py arya, zpiv ppdcayu, wheivy, continuing with 554. 

601, 602 I regard 602 as an interpolation, and I would 
read in 601: 7 Tes wd@os view iker’, 7 Gedy dOovos. POdvos is sug- 
gested by the d@ovos of the Scholiast (ap, Dind.) written above 
Bia. véeweris (in 602) I regard as an explanation of ¢éovos, 
Compare 776, where @édvos is similarly used for véueccs. 

606-608 Rejecting 607 as interpolated I would read 606, 
608 thus : “EAevos’ ‘Odvoceds roirov é&eAOmy povos | vuetos doAowww 
ete K.7.A. 
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642 Note how ofd’ became od snd ot« through disappearance 
of 6 before the a of dAAd. 

648 Perhaps we should read: ti rotro vyt py y’ evoy TH "pH 
Aeyers ; ye is certainly not in its right place after veds, to say 
nothing of the construction of é with the genitive. 


“655 The MS. reading is dX’ éc6’ without any ye or accent on 
adAX’. I would read: ratr’ aira y', ob yap aAAa, Barrafw yepoir. 
tair avra was I suppose corrupted to raira. 

668, 669 These verses in my judgment have been confused 
and coriupted, and I would read them thus: xai dovre dotvac, 
KapeTns exat. cot | Wavew pebcivac p eSerevxerOar povw. Bpotay 
and révde are unnecessary while pefetvar seems required. We 
are rid too of the suspicious anapaest in 669, 


742 I should prefer réxvov, drdAwda. 
751-7538 I think we should read: ri &' éort VEOX{LOV TOUTO ToL 


roonv orov | woveis ivynv; PI. olcba y’, @ réxvov. NE. ti cov; 
leaving out the rest. éfal@vys I regard as an explanation of 
veoyjLov. 

758-761 I should be disposed to read this passage thus: jxet 
yap avry dua ypovov movers toos | ols é&€rAno’. NE. 7 ov yap, 
@ dvatyve ov, | BovrAc AdBwpat dita wai Giyw ti cov; leaving out 
760 as interpolated. zdévois seems to me in any case preferable 
to wAavos, Which is only tolerable if we read éferAjoOy and not 
eferAno with Elmsley. Observe that d7ra in 760 is added by 8. 
(see Dindorf’s note). 

762 I should prefer jj vuv od for px dara. 

771 I have some doubts whether tw can be feminine, and | 
should prefer to read pjrive ye for unde rw. 

782 This unmetrical verse has no doubt arisen from a para- 
phrase of what once stood here. I would suggest: & wat, dééorxna 
pareATS Evy7) TETy. 

794, 795 Besides the inadmissible anapaest and form in 
MeveAae, the anapaest tov ivov in 795 appears to me equally in- 
admissible on its own merits, and quite independent of the 
practice of Sophocles. I would read then 794, 795 thus: 
‘Aydpepvor, apo, MevéAcws, ds tov y' too | THVvO dvr énov Tpédorre 
tHv vogov xpovov. The force of ye is, as long in any case, and 
longer if possible. 
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799-804 I think this passage has been confused and in- 
terpolated, and 1 would endeavour to restore it thus: @ réxvov, 
(extra metrum) | ra Anuviw pe rode cvAAGBOr Tupi | Eurpycor, & 
yevvaie’ Tod Kayw wore | Spav tov Aws raid’, dvaxadav, érngiov. 

832 Hesychius has: aiyAav, wédnv. But perhaps here and 
in Hesychius we should read devyAav for aiyAav, and here ray for 
Tave » 

872 Rejecting 873 as interpolated I would read this verse 
thus : ovxovv ’Azpeidar toito y ds érAnoav av. The MS. eidopws 
I take to be an explanation of ds. 

878, 879 I should prefer to read these verses in one thus: 
AyOy tis elvat, ov pe KaTaaTynCOV, TEKVoV. 

898 I should prefer: rivos ov 6’ dopeis ; 

923 For aroAwAa tAnpwv I would read GAwd’ ap’ 6 tadas. | 
wonder the interpolator did not at least write : droAwX’ 6 rAjpwv. 
But aroAwAa I think arose from GAwA’ dp’ o being corrupted to 
dAwA’ azo. 

944 I would read: xat viv peBeivae roicw ‘Apyeiots GeXe. Kat 
vw pebeivar was I take it corrupted to, xa viv me diva. 

967 See note on 307, 308. : 

999 I should prefer: otderore y'- odd v wav ypewv rabeiv 
eine. 

1032, 1033 I would read: ywdds, dvowins; mis Geois &6 
éfere, | tAcvoavros, afew ipa, Tas omévoew, emo ; 

1218, 1219 are I do not doubt interpolated, and I would 
read 1220, 1221 thus: wat pav Odvocéa re tov tr’ “AyxiAA€ws | 
yovoy mpos yuas detp iovre Acvooopev. Kal pyv is the regular 
formula for announcing the presence of some one on the stage. 

1228 I would read : dcAow avdpa xdraraton yowv éAuv: ye is 
to be expected, if it is not absolutely required, in answers of this 
kind. 

1231 The MS. reading is ri ypyya ri. I think we should 
read: dpaceis Ti; Kai yap tis pp wrpAev ad Pofos. 

1235 6) as Dindorf points out is an insertion of the corrector. 
Perhaps we should read: rorepd pe, mpos Getiv, Keprouav heyers 
rade ; and in 1256: el kepropew oe y éori rdAnby Aéyev. I do 
pot think there is any such word as xeptopyos. 
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1250, 1251 I believe to be interpolated, and also 1252, 
which however I believe was intended to be read after 1254 so 
that it would have run thus: (1254) éorw ro peAAov. OA. yeipa 
degiav opas | NE. dAA’ otde tH oF xeept we(Hopat Td Spav.—OA. Kesmys 
erupavourayv K.T.A. 

1264-1266 Neoptolemus seems to be alone concerned and 
I think the plurals we find here are wrong. I would read: ri ps’ 
efexaAeras, gelve; pov Ti jor peya| Taper ov mpos KaKoicn TopOpetwr 
xaxov ; leaving out the rest. 

1330 as av primarily means “on the condition that,’’ and 
here as the condition is one that is always to be fulfilled, it 
practically means “as long as,’’ It may be however that with- 
out running into such subtleties we should read éor av with 
Brunck or €ws dv with synizesis. 

1337 I would read zap’ for yap with Elmsley. 

1398, 1394 I would read: +i dpdu' dv; od yap di) A€yow 
teifew o €yo. What we read in these verses appears to me to 
be a paraphrase. 

1406 =zpocwdédnors occurs nowhere else and the similar dag 
Aeyomevov, tpoowheAnpa (Med. 601) is found in a clause (raciv 
9 cauty puyns | tporwhéAnwa) which I believe to be interpolated. 
I suspect then that éyw—epéets (1405, 1406) is an interpolation, 
and I would read: NE, ri yap éav ropOdor rapa; PI. BéAeor rots 
‘Hpaxdéovs «.7.A. 

1425 Regarding this verse as interpolated I would read in 
1426 : Ildpw dé ravd' bs airtos Kaxov édv. 

1428-1431 I would read: wépoes te Tpoiav; oxida deis 
Oirys wAdxa, leaving out the rest, where the confusion and the 
repetitions are sufficiently obvious. All that fullows 1435 in 
this speech I believe to be interpolated. 
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. This play being the fourth of the tetralogy mentioned by the 
Scholiast is generally supposed to have been a substitute for 
the customary satyric drama. It seems however very improbable 
that Euripides-should have ventured on such a liberty, which 
inust, one would say, have excluded him from the competition 


all 


altogether. One of the four plays must then necessarily have 
been asatyricdrama. I would suggest the Cressae was the play in 
question. The quotations from the Cressae in Stobaeus no doubt 
suggest nothing of the sort, but how uncertain are the titles in 
that author, and there appears moreover to have been a confusion 
between the Cressae and the 7'yestes. On the other hand those 
in Athenaeus seem to me to point that way. So too we find 
that Apollonius says of Aerope, (Schol. Ran, 873) referring to 
the Cressae, qv eioyyaye (Euripides) ropvevoveav. But even Euri- 
pides would hardly have ventured on this in a tragedy, while in 
the satyric drama it would be admissible. We find none of the 
metrical licences in the A/cestis, which occur in the Cyclops, while 
it exceeds that play in length by nearly 500 verses. Indeed it 
is not materially shorter than the Supplices, if we reject there 
what follows 1182, which I think there is good reason for regarding 
as a later addition. I do not take into account the Heraclidae, 
for like the Rhesus it is not in my judgment the work of Euri- 
pides, but belongs toa later age. It is however worth noting 
that so far as I know none of the metrical licences found in the 
Cyclops occur in the quotations from satyric dramas found in 
the fragments. 
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11 pa Gavetvy seems required. I would read 10, 11 thus: 
ociov yap dvdpds Gatos dy émel ‘Tuxov | wardds Pépyros, pi) Gaveiv 
eppuoapyv. 

16 Dindorf suspects this verse, but if there is interpolation 
it is rather in 15. I would read 15, 16, thus: warépa 6 éAéyéas 
x ob éruxre pyrépa. This receives some confirmation from 290, 

177, 178 As rap$evevpao is the state of a rapHévos, 80 Kopevpa 
is the state of a xopy, just as the similar xopevoua in 313 is 
equivalent to wapHevevouu. I find then here two difficulties : 
first the use of the plural xopevyara, which according to the 
analogy of rapOévevpa (compare Phoen, 1265) could not mean 
Virgin state or virginity. Again, granting that xopevyara could 
be so used in the plural, how can qrapévera and xopeipara stand 
together? I suspect that we have a combination of variants, as 
thus: & Acxrpov, WOamep xépevp” Avo’ eudv | eyed wor’ x«.7.2., (the 
original reading), and: & Acxrpov, evOa mapbévevp. dua’ éuov | eyd 
wor «7.4. Nauck would strike out 178 altogether, and perhaps 
this is the best course to take, 1 in which case I meee read -in 
177: & Aexrpov, vOarep Kopevp’ EAvo’ eyes. - 
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198 Perhaps we should read: ovzor’ (6 ovzor’) éxAedjorerat, as 
Beck does in his index. Compare note on /ph. 7. 574. 


205 is very possibly interpolated in which case there would 
be no lacuna. In 206 I should prefer: Brat zpos adyas HALov 
Butera, BovAcrat being a prosaic explanation of BidZerar. 

285, 286 The hitch in the construction makes one suspect 
that these two verses are interpolated. If we reject them and 
read wapov d€ 7) Gaveiv p', for wapov jot pt) Gavetv, in 284, all will 
go smoothly. Moreover it seems hardly decent for Alcestis to 
boast of the great match she could make, were Admetus dead. 


318 P.C. know nothing of roto: in 318, reading réxvov at the 
-end of the verse. réxowt roto. coo. can hardly be right. I 
would read the verse thus: oft’ év roxois ce Gapovvel Tots cols, 
TEeKVOV. 

332, 333 There is something unsatisfactory here. Perhaps 
we should read: od watpos ovrws ei tis éorw edyevois | ov6” Fires 
eldos exxperectamry yuvy. aAAws in 333 is very unsatisfactory, nor 
does Wakefield’s dAAwy help us much. 

375 I would read: dédyov ‘mw roicde rovcde xelpos e€ ens. The 
explanation of rovcde, watdas, led to what we read. Such an 
anapaest as éri roiode is inadmissible. 

391 C. alone omits pe after wpoActres. The only other 
instance, so far as I am aware, of wpoAcirw used absolutely in 
the sense of ‘faint,’ is Hee. 438, but that is perfectly clear and 
decisive. 

480 I suspect this verse is interpolated, and I would read 479 
thus: xpeia dé ris ce Meooadov réuret yOova ; 

487 Plainly P.C.’s archetype had zovovs only. P. leaves the 
verse defective. C. ineptly inserts pv. Something then has 
dropped out after aremety, but why to’s? I would suggest otv. 
‘But I cannot for all that decline labours,’ referring to dyvev 
payns in 406. 

542 Something has certainly dropped out after aicypov. I 
would read : aloypov ye. 

565 7@ can hardly be right seeing Hercules knows nothing 
of what has taken place. I would read coi here, and aivéceis 
in 566. 

623, 624 are I suspect interpolated, 
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645-647 Here I think there is interpolation, There is no 
justification for the plural eideare for Pheres is exclusively ad- 
dressed. I would read then: d\\a ryvd' elacas, iv | Kai rarép' éyir 
'yaikws dv iyyoiunv povyv. Note that in 647 the av before évdikws 
is due to Elmsley, the best MSS. reading +’ only. P.C. ré ye. 

674 & wot bas clearly come in from 675 and raicacf is 
wrong, for Pheres has as yet said nothing. I would read then 
*Adpun? for ravcac6’, and rateoa for & wat. 

679, 680 I would read these verses thus: ayav pw’ bBpiges, ef 
veavias Adyous | pirtrwy és Huds éx BoAGy otrws dre. pirtwrv, Bada 
cannot possibly stand together. Boddy continues the metaphor 
contained in pirrwv. I suppose Admetus, after venting his 
wrath on Pheres, to turn away as if about to leave the stage 
with his wife’s body, without taking any further notice of his 
father. 

724 It should one would think be poivyeAds. But I believe 
724, 725 to be spurious. 

728 I should prefer: ot 8’ ov« dvadys 3 tiv 8’ edyipes ddpova. 

736 I see no reason for departing from the MS. reading, 
Tide ye. The rid’ ir’ of P.C. arose, 1 suppose, from a reading 
twat y', which being contra metrum, as well as against tragic 
usage, was ineptly corrected to rao’ iv’ in spite of the veiofe that 
follows. 


782-786 Who can fail to be offended by the successive 
endings ddeiterat, éferiorarat, Buwoerar, tpoByoerat T7382 is I 
believe borrowed from 419, and interpolated. In 783 I would 
read then ox for xotx, while I would read 785, 786, in one 
verse thus: to THs TUXNs yap otk dAioKerat Téxvy, regarding ddaves 
—<siaxrov as an interpolation. ddavés seems to be an explanation 
of ro THs TYyys and of rpoByaerat of GAionerar. Plutarch (2. 107. 
c.) does not seem to recognise 786 and I suspect what we now 
read in 785 (and Plut. read) is a worse form of 786 which has led 
to two verses being made out of one, 

780 oidas. Itis I think a mistake to regard oidas as un- 
Attic. Hesychius has: olo@as: oldas, éxarepws ’Artixas. Musurus 
is [ think right in correcting, olvfa, and I believe Hesychius 
means that both oiefa and oidas are Attic, the former no doubt 
being more usual. Thus in Jon 999 I hold oféas should be read 
and that the absurd reading we find in P.C. was due to some 

F 
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corrector who supposed oldas to be un-Attic. He does not seem 
however to have heard of ofa@as. This shows then that there 
were grammarians who denied oléas to be Attic, while Hesychius 
affirms it. I believe however that two glosses have been made 
out of one and that we should read in Hesychius: oicfa, oildas- 
ywookes. Exatépws, 'Artuds. As regards Cratin. Malth. 10 I do 
not think any certain inference can be drawn from it. 

827, 828 The words, xai xovpav—oroApovs ze, should be re- 
jected as interpolated. The regularity of structure is thus 
preserved, for then Hercules and the slave will speak a verse 
and a half each, before the normal course of the stichomythia is 
resumed. The dramatic effect too is enhanced by Hercules 
breaking in at once, when he hears there is mourning in the 
house, with ris 8’ 6 xaréavo ; 

843-847 I think there is a good deal of interpolation here. 
In 843 I do not see how @avaros can be called dvaé vexpav, a title 
peculiar to Pluto. In 845 the expression wivovra zpoogayparwv, 
“drinking of the blood of the victims,” seems to me perfectly 
correct and supported by 851. On 846, see Dindorf’s note. I 
would endeavour to restore the whole passage thus: éA@wy de 
Oavarov’ Kai vw evipnoew boxe | wivovta tipBou rAjocwv mporday- 
parav’ avrov (there, near the tomb) Aoxjow, Kav ope reptBadrdv 
xeporw «.7t.A. The words xai vww—rpoodayparwv are parenthetical. 

$51, 852 I would read: rod carw yaias avaxtos eis K.T.A. A 
mistaken view of these words led to rav «drw | Tatas avaxros rt’, 
and so to the further change of Taias to Kopys. Pluto could 
never be described simply as avag, without something more to 
show who was intended. 


853 There should be a colon after dvw as well as after re. 
“AAKnoTiv depends on aitnoouat, The clause xai—avw is paren- 
thetical, 

1015 The middle éAcujayyv can hardly be right. Perhaps 
we should read: xamewra xpar’ éeore~a cal orovdas Geois | Xena 
m7A. €Aeufva from AciBw. 

1051 The MS. reading is xar’ avépiv. I would read then 
xar’ dvopov’, in the men’s apartments and 74’ for djr’. The cause 
of the corruption is evident. a was written above the line to — 
show that dvépava was intended, because of the ambiguity. This 
led to 873 and so to dir’. 
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1067 @odct xapdiav is a strange metaphor, which does not 
seem justified by anything we know of the use of @oAa, a word 
that does not occur elsewhere in the tragic poets. An analogous 
use of God is however found in Sext. Emp. Hypot. 1. 113 in the 
perf. pass. refolGoGar. But this to my mind is rather a presump- 
tion against it here, as showing a usage in later writers, which 
may have suggested it. There is too a certain harshness in the 
woman being the implied subject of @oAct. Possibly we should 
read: cadevet xapdia 6, éx 7’ dupdrow x.7.A. 


1071 If ef@o: is the true reading it should at least be rts. 
The MS. reading is dors ef cv. Perhaps we should read: ypy 
8 qv ts olce. 

1094 I should prefer xadcis for xadGv. I suspect however 
1094, 1095 are interpolated. 


1108, as Dindorf notes, only appears on the margin of V, and 
is omitted by Herm. I think it and 1109 are spurious. There 
is nothing suspicious in 1108, but in 1109 the sense seems to 
require 6@' to be understood as o 7, for if we take it to be ore, 
éorat Will be required. 1110 answers quite satisfactorily to 1107. 
Moreover that Admetus, wiihout directly answering Hecules, 
should sullenly order his attendants to bring in the woman, seems 
more dramatic. 

1119 I would read éyw ode, and vw for vuv, omitting val. ode 
would easily drop out before c&£e, and vai which the MSS. assign 
to Admetus would be supplied to fill up the verse. 


1127 V. reads cicopé for 7. This suggests that we should 
read: op@ ye pay Te hacpa veptepwv trode; The cicopa of V. I re- 
gard as an explanation. Admetus says hesitatingly, Yes, I see 
her ; but is not this some phantom? where V. supplies the im- 
plied, ‘ that I behold.’ 

1140 Here I would ask how could Admetus possibly under- 
stand death by, dayovwv ro xvptw! There is a variant xoipave, 
that seems to point to the same idea I have already objected to 
in my note on 843. I would read: paynv Ewdas tov pbirav 7d 
kupiw. Saruovwy | regard as an expl. of some one, who under- 
stood daiwoves in the sense of manes, 


- 1150 Whether we read rupavvov or trvpavvw, this verse is un- 


satisfactory. I would read “Apyous rvpavvevovti, for SGeveAov 
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Tuparvvw mai, An expl. EtpioGe having got into the text these 
words were, I suppose, brought in to patch up the verse. 

1155 é\Gciv réda is not to my mind a possible construction, 
and this has led to the corrections dd6v, déuov. For 3° é\Gois I 
would read ywuav, the implied é\@os having got into the text. 
Dind. has the note: toda P. dduov C. adseripto yp. woda, et, yp. 
cal 6d6v. P. C.’s archetype had it would seem domov in the text, 
while the suggested zoda was found in the copy used by P. 
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52 This verse is not very much to the purpose and no notice 
is taken of it in the nurse’s reply. I think it is spurious, and if 
we reject it the Paedagogus will speak exactly half the number 
of verses the nurse speaks. 

58 I would read deoroivns. Mydeias is an explanation. That 
Ennius rendered, Mediai miserias, is no proof that he read Myéeias. 

59-66 The regularity of construction is here noticeable. 
Calling the paedagogus P. and the nurse T. it will be seen 
that P. T. first speak one verse each, then P. two, then P. T. one 
each, then T. two. 

87, 88. 87 is rightly rejected, but we cannot do without 88, 
both on its own account and because T. and P. should speak the 
same number of verses. In 88 however I would read xai for 
ci. «ai ye properly shows that this verse gives a particular 
instance of what was generally stated in the verse before. Here 
again (67-95) the regularity of construction should be noted. 
First P. speaks seven verses, then P. and T. two verses each, 
twice, then P. and T. each three verses, then T, seven. 

214-218 See Preface, p. xv. 

228 I think this verse may be probably amended thus: év @ 
yap «lvat wavr éyiyvwoKov xaA@s. For he on whom I knew all 
depended. See Dindorf's note, and observe what he says of the 
Scholiast. 

240 Musgrave’s emendation oiw for érw seems probable. 

253 The insertion of yap after pév in V. simply shows that 
some read pev and others yap. 

259 rocotroy otv. Note that ofv, having dropped out after 
rowvrov, is ineptly supplied by 6¢ in the other MSS., while P, C. 
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give it, for it had remained in the archetype, from which they 
both are ultimately derived. 


262 rightly rejected by Nauck, seems made up from 288. 


282 I think we should read: ovdév def wepioréAAew Adyous. 
yap is not necessary. ‘The various readings of the MSS, appear 
to be explanations, and, except that of P., corrupt as well. 

297 I would read: ywpis yap addijs ijs éyovow dpyias. * For 
besides the reputation of idleness which they incur.’ atdy is here 
used in the rare sense of ¢ijuy. A most pertinent example is 
given of this by Lid, and Scott in 0.C. 240, but Hip. 567 is 
hardly a case in point. aidjs might with no great difficulty 
become dAAys, which, in spite of the commentators, I hold to 
give no satisfactory sense. 


306 For otv, which P.C. read, the other MSS. have a?. I 
should prefer jv off, placing a comma at the end of the 
verse, 

379 Dindorf’s note on this verse Jeads me to the conclusion 
that it is spurious. After 378, 380, Medea breaks off, without 
entering on any other alternative, because she feels that if she 
is caught making her way into the house that will at once be fatal 
to her, Failure to see this caused the insertion of 379, which, 
as Dindorf shows, Didymus read after 380. daa vupdrxor, the 
bridal chamber. So daa is used for ‘ chamber’ in Hwm. 827. 


487 Elmsley’s correction id’ atrod seems probable, but in any 
case whether we read airov or atrov, io should be written with 
anastrophe. As regards P. C.’s reading douov I think it points 
to the true reading being: wav 6¢ deity’ eerAouqv. ‘And I cast 
aside all fear.’ As Medea’s murder of Pelias had the effect of 
causing Jason to flee from Iolcos, it cannot be rightly said that 
she freed him from every cause of fear, Corruption of deip’ to 
dap’ led to P. C.’s reading, for the middle then became in- 
appropriate. But so it would be with the reading dey’, if the 
words were applied to Jason, unless cé or coi were added. Thus 
arose the reading of the other MSS., wavra 4’ éfeiAov dofov. 

500 This verse cannot be right as it stands. Perhaps we 
should read : ot pév doxodoa mpds ye cod mpdgew kadas, Possibly 
ov Was corrupted to «i. That the want of a negative was felt 
seems to be indicated by the yp. pyre found in B, 
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529 As this verse stands the words, coi 8 gor pév voids 
Aerrds, are quite in the air and disconnected. I think that, 
rejecting 530, 531 as interpolated, we should read 526-529 thus: 
éyis 8°, érrediy kai Adav wupyois ydpw* | cor 8 gore pev vots Nerrds 
GAN’ éxidbovos’ | Kimpw vouilw tis €uijs vaveAnpias | cwretpay elvar 
Geiy te xavOperrev povnv. The displacement of 529 was due to 
the interpolation of 530, 531. See the vain attempts of the 
Scholiast to justify éripOovos as it stands in the text. The 
expression téfors advxrors (531) occurs also in Hip, 1422, and 
Tovey advxtwy is found in the text of P. C. and superscribed in 
VY. All this points to interpolation, I would render éripfovos 
by ‘malignant.’ The word has usually the passive sense of 
‘odious,’ ‘offensive,’ while the active sense is rare. 


532 P. for aird has aivd. I should prefer raira. 


538 The words px zpos icxvos yapw are to me suspicious, and 
the variant, Gpace: for yap shows they were felt to be unsatisfac- 
tory. I suspect then 538 is interpolated. 


565 No satisfactory sense can be given to the words: coi re 
yap madev ti det; and this has led to Elmsley’s not very satis- 
factory emendation mwéeAe for vi det. Further re is quite super- 
fluous, and it seems necessary that some advantage to Medea 
should be put forward in Jason’s speech, whereas we have 
evoatpovoinv, enol Ave, but no mention of her. I think then 
there are interpolations and that we should read 564, 565 thus: 
yévos £uvaprijoaiue coi re yap rade x.7.X. For this profits both you 
and me, that I should benefit the living children through those 
who are to be. I believe the intrusion of eis rairo Oetyv, origin- 
ally an explanation of fvwaprjcayu, into the text has led to the 
mischief, 

583 The words éor 3’ otx dyav codos seem taken from 505. 
Rejecting them then I would read 585, 584 thus: roAua@ vav- 
oupyeiv' Ly VU eboxYnwy yEery. 

588, 589 I should prefer: xadds, doxa, o” ere’ av, Aris ovde 
viv x.t.A. Thus Jason will speak two verses to Medea’s two in 
591, 592. 

594 The MS. reading is BacwWéws. I would read then: ya 
pe Aextpa BactAidos, Ta viv €xyw. Compare 1003. 


595-597 Jason has never said anything about saving Medea 
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and the words épuypa dépmacw savour of interpolation. I would 
read the verses thus: dAX’, dowep elzov kali mapos, dicat Gédrwy | 
raidas Tupdvvous Tots én01s Smoomépovs. — 

602 I regard as interpolated. Rejecting it I would read 
daiver Oat for dawéorOw in 601. 

609-615 Regularity of construction requires that Jason 
should speak six verses. I reject then the words zaiciv—zpoow- 
déAnpa (610, 611) as interpolated. Calling Jason A, and Medea 
B, the perfect regularity of construction in 593-626 is very 
noticeable. First A (reading as I do) speaks four verses and 
Btwo, Then A two (if we omit 602) and Btwo. Then A one 
and B one (twice), Then A. six (reading as I do) and B three. 
Then A and B four verses each. 

668-708 This stichomythia seems full of interpolations. 
676 is plainly an anticipation of 678. The two verses cannot 
stand together and I regard 676, 677, as spurious; 691, 693, 
repeat oach other, and the Scholiast tells us that 693 is found in 
the Peliades. Plainly then 692, 693, are spurious. 698, 699, are 
also suspicious, for 700 directly and properly answers Aegeus’ 
question in 697, 


705-708 This whole passage seems to me interpolated. All 
these purposeless questions and comments are frigid and super- 
fluous. 708, is I believe just as it was written by its author, 
and manifestly spurious, for he seems clearly to mean by xapre 
peiv 6¢ BovAerat, ‘ But he is willing to suffer it,’ so that his speech 
bewrayeth him. I would then make 709 immediately follow 704. 
The appeal to Aegeus’ compassion seems properly to follow 
Medea’s complaint that she is banished. 

715 Dindorf well says of @avos, mire dictum. I would read: 
Kae vu dA Btovs puvats 5 daiva being here used as atodaiv is, ip 
the sense of ‘render.’ xairos I suspect to have arisen from an 
explanation, cai atrovs, of kal vv, xattovs becoming xairés, metri 
gratia. 

737 Retaining the MS. reading dvoporos, I would read xod 
for xat. 

738 I hold this verse to be in any case spurious, but the 
scholia clearly show that the acc. éruypuxetuara was the 
oviginal reading. The ridiculous explanation of Didymus that 
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Kamixnpuketpara was for dua ra émux. (but that is perhaps a libel 
on him) led to what we read. But it is by no means clear that 
the Scholiast read xdrixnpucevpara, in fact it rather seems he read 
Tamunpuxeipata. I think then the true reading is: giAos yevo- 
pevos O: értxynpuxeipara. An expl. of didos yevopevos, ei didos 
yévovo got into the text, and was corrected to, didos yévor dv, from 
which words, so far as I can see, no satisfactory sense can be 
extracted. 


739 The MS. reading being ot« dv wifowo, I would read ov kav 


aifouo. 

786 See note on 949, 

805 The word xaxyv, which is here quite inappropriate, appears 
to be interpolated. I would read then: érei xaxds Oaveiv | airiv 
avayKn K.7.A. 

821-823 are certainly interpolated. There is no trace of 
any confidential female attendant having been on the stage 
while Medea was speaking. On the contrary, the chorus alone 
appears to be present, and at 774, she talks of sending any chance 
male slave. At 819 I suppose Medea to turn round and call to 
some one inside the house, on which a slave comes out, and goes 


in questof Jason. She appears to remain on the stage during 
the choral ode that follows. 


905 is I believe interpolated, and I would read in 904: ypdvw 
matpos oav veikos éfaipovpéry, placing a comma at the end of 
903. 

907 There seems something wrong with this verse. Perhaps 
we should read peifov ov, for peifov 7. 

910 I would read : yauous tapeproAGvros ebverov véas. moctos 
the explanation of eivérov, has led to our present text. See 
Dindorf’s note. 

923 This verse is certainly spurious and made up from 1148 
where the expression Aevxiv wapyida is as appropriate as it is the 
contrary here. 

926 I should prefer: ed yap ravde Onoowat reo. But I much 
suspect that 926-928 are interpolated. 

930 The false reading é&jvyouy appears in all the MSS. except 
C, and is read by the Scholiast, who comments on it in the most 
inept manner conceivable. 
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938-945 The repetition of i) devyew yOova in 940 and 943 
is suggestive of interpolation. I regard 939, 940: 944, 945, as 
interpolated. 944, 945, are by no means bad in themselves, but 
they are inconsistent with what follows, which clearly refers to 
941. I ought perhaps to observe that I render 944 thus: 
‘certainly, and I think she will persuade him,’ the ‘him’ 
that signifies Creon being understood. I would read 938-946 
thus: qeis péev ex yas tTHod dzaipomev duyy, | od 8 aGAAQ ony 
xéAevoov aireirGat marpos | yuvatka waidas tyvde pur) pevyew xGova, 
IA. ov« ofd’ dv ei reivatp, retpacGar dé ypy. MH. EvdAAnwouar de 
Tolee go. kayw wovov. All will then be clear and consistent. 
Medea asks Jason to get his wife to intercede for her children 
with her father. Jason naturally disliking the commission 
replies evasively. Then Medea seizes her opportunity and pro- 
poses to conciliate Glauce by presents, so as to conquer Jason's 
reluctance to ask her. 

949 This verse is as spurious here as it is genuine in 786. 
There it was necessary to specify the presents, because they 
were not as here about to be produced on the stage. 

954, 955 P.C. read warip mwarpés. Perhaps “HAws is an 
explanation and we should read: Ov rovpod wore | watip warpds 
«.7-A, Compare 1321, from which what we read here may have 
been imitated. 7 

1004 is I suspect interpolated, and that we should read in 
1003: vipdy dé BactAis dap’ éd€gar’ aopevy. 

1015 I would read carafe to correspond to the verse that 
follows. The MS. xpareis ro. arose I think from an original 
Kpatnoets. no disappearing to. was brought in to fill up the 
verse. 

1030 This verse appears also as Zvoades 755, only there 
parny is read for dAAws. It is I think spurious there, genuine 
here. 

1052 See Dindorf’s note. I believe 1051, 1052, are both 
interpolated. 

1054 Here the true reading @vacw appearing only in P. as 
the true reading éfyvxou in 930 appeared only in C., shows that 
P. and C, used different copies of their common archetype. 

1068 It appears to me that ryvde referring to viudy should 
certainly be read for tovode and probably éreuwa for répipw. 
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Both 1067, 1068 might perhaps be rejected, but not 1068 only, 
as Pierson and Nauck propose. 

1076, 1077 I would restore oixérs in 1076, reading yip 
BAérew for rpooBAerew and és for €6’ in 1077. 

1078-1080. 1078 is quoted by Plutarch (2. p. 533 d.) who 
reads dpav »éAAw while all the MSS. read roApyjow. I regard the 
verses as interpolated from some other play. The repetition of 
kaka alter xaxots is to my mind indicative of this. dpav peAdw 
I regard on Plutarch’s authority as the original reading changed 
to roAunow by the interpolator. It seems to me Medea’s speech 
properly ends with 1077. As she speaks the verse she, I sup- 
pose, covers her face with her hands for a time, and then stands 
with an air of gloomy resolution waiting for the news from 
Creon’s palace. 


1116-1118 There is I think interpolation in these verses. 
I would read: @itat, waAat taxeibev of rpoBycerat | xapadoxoica, 
Tovde Kal Sédopxa 6%, and dradov in 1119. 

1121 I also regard as interpolated. Medea’s reply has more 
force if we leave it out, and the abruptness of 1122 expresses 
the messenger’s agitation. 

1130, 1131 I regard as interpolated. By rejecting them 
and 1121 and reading 1116-1118 as two verses, perfect regularity 
of construction results. For, calling Medea A. and the messenger 
B., we find A. speaks four verses and B. two, then A. one and 
B. two, then A. two and B. one, then A. four as she began. 


1158 For waidas V. reads réxva, I think we should read: 
paxpay daretvat Téxva cov (OF waide cov) watpos pera. For as the 
text stands rarépa must mean either Medea’s or Glauce’s father. 

1162 The scholiast’s yp. rpooBAérovea is a signal instance of 
the talent certain gentry have for turning poetry into prose. 

1174, 1175 déppdroy 7’ awd | xopas crpédoveay. Such a tmesis 
seems to me inadmissible. The tmesis in Z#/. 1121 will hardly 
justify it, and that in my judgment is due to corruption. I 
would read then dvw for dro. ‘There is still however a certain 
difficulty in the change of construction and perhaps we ought to 
read duparwv Té vv, OF otpéehoveas in 1175. 

1181, 1182 It scarcely needed Dindorf's elaborate argument 
to show that these verses are spurious. 
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1194 There is certainly something wrong here. Dindorf has 
the note: rocws. rocorv B. P, et supra versum.V, 7’ om. P. C. 
Certainly dis rocov, not dis rdcws, is the correct expression, but 
neither goes well with pa\Aov. I would read: paddAov 3’ abfis 
éfeAdurero. Corruption of aifis to ad dis and é€ to as led | 
suppose to what we read, 

1218 The MS. reading is dréory, not drécBy. I should 
prefer dzeize, 

1224-1227, and, 1228-1230, seem unconnected with each 
other and with what precedes. I believe them to be interpolated 
from some other play or plays. 


1233-1235 are sufficiently condemned by their style. It 
may be observed however that these moralizing reflections of the 
chorus are generally contained in two verses, Compare 521, 
522: 906, 907. 

1236-1238 Here there is clearly some confusion, It is not 
Medea’s haste to leave the country, but to kill her children, that 
will save them from dying by another hand. I believe then 
that 1237 is interpolated and I would read 1236 thus: ida, 
dédoxrar Tolpyov ws TaxioTa Spav. Her refraining from saying 
what the deed is gives dramatic effect. 

1240-1243 In 1243 Elmsley would read pi ov. But 1242, 
1243 are as much interpolated as 1240, 1241, and 1243 is a 
singularly feeble and spiritless verse. We want no ddd’ «i’ 
omAtgov, kapodia: ay’, ® TadAava yelp is quite enough. The feeble- 
ness of 1243 is the more offensive when contrasted with the 
admirable vigour of 1244-1250. 

1296 I think we should read: de? yap wv nro yas Kexevfévar 
katw. KkpuvdOjvac I regard as an explanation of xexevfevat, and 
ede was dragged in to fill up the verse. 

1304 I should prefer py ti cde dpaow ao’. ode might have 
been corrupted to ce. 

1305 This verse seems spurious. I cannot believe Euripides 
would have used pytpdov dovov, in the sense of a murder com- 
mitted by their mother. 

1316 This verse must be spurious. As it stands, rivde ricwpat 
dovw, would be one member of the éi:mAoiv xaxov, whereas 1315 
gives a complete and satisfactory sense without it. 
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1321 Here again as in 955 [ suspect "HAtwos of being an 
explanation, and should prefer to read: rovvd’ Gynua rode tarnp 
Toupov watpos K.T.A. As Medea appears above the stage in the 
chariot drawn by dragons, rode seems to be required, 


1328 The manifest interpolation dpéca for rAéoo, common to 
P. and C. clearly points to the common origin of both MSS, 

1337, 1338 The purposeless repetition of eivis, A€yovs, in 
1338, points to interpolation, Omitting 1337 I would read 1338 
thus: evvays exatt waide TOD drwAecas. 

1359, 1360 % Tupanviv exyoey rédov in 1359 is a manifest 
interpolation. I would read 1359, 1360 thus: SxvAAav re, ons 
yap Kkapdias dvOnWapnv. 

1367 I would read: od’ érnéiwoas, which I regard as the 
origin of ode y’ #éiwoas, the reading of V. A. B. Dindorf says 


justly of P.C.’s reading ode xyfiwoas, that it is, correctoris 
conjectura. 


1381-1383 I regard as interpolated and introduced for the 
purpose of displaying mythological lore, and so I hold of 1387. 

1386, 1388 however, I regard as genuine, only I would read 
in 1586 xarOdvos for xarhavel, as suggested by 1389. 
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30-33 It seems to me that it is not merely 32, 33 that are 
interpolated, but the whole passage in question. This interpola- 
tion is similar to that which I have noticed in Medea 1381-1383, 
and we shall come across others of the same kind. Rejecting then 
30-33, I would read in 29 vw» for pev, and place a full stop at 
the end of that verse, and a comma at the end of 28. 


79-81 79, 80 are unquestionably interpolated, and made up 
from Bacchae 315, as Dindorf points out, but I do not see my 
way to parting with 81. I would retain it then, reading dyvois 
for rovrows, which the interpolation caused to be substituted. 
The colon of course at the end of 78 would disappear. 


88 I do not doubt the words: eovs— pewv, are interpolated. 
I would read then 88, 89 thus: défar’ av, Gvak, pov te BovAetoay- 
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195 Plutarch 2, 1105, b. reads or rode. Perhaps then we 
should read ryde for rotro. In 764. c. he reads as in the text. 


269, 270 As the stichomythia is opened by the chorus, they 
should not speak more than three verses, I would read then 
these verses in one thus: gov 6’ YTS €oTiv 7) voros TuGoined’ av. 

271 I should prefer : otx oid’: éAeyyGeio’ x.7.A. 

301-303 It would seem the scholiast read rots zpiv, for he 
explains, trois mpiv pyyact. He also notes a triple reading ; 
éereiGero, éréyyero, €GéAyero, in 305. Acting on these hints and 
believing there is interpolation, I would read the passage thus; 
poxOotpev dhAws, & yuvaixes, ovde yap | trois rpiv Adyourt, Tois TE Viv 
ov meer. The triple reading of the scholiast arose from 
éreifero having to be understood with rois rpiv Adyots. 

328 There seems much probability in Nauck’s emendation, 
we pa) evruyetv, for cov pa) Tuyerr. 

329 The MS. reading being ody, I would read coi 67. For 
you very likely it may be so. 

347 I would read: ri roi6’, 6 8) A€yovow, oloba tap’, epav ; 
What is that, for you must know, that men call being in love! 
I will not of course venture to say that this is what Euripides 
wrote, but as to two points I am clear: first, that dv@pwrovs has 
got into the text from an explanation, dv@pwro, which has 
expelled something that stood between Aéyovow and épar ; 
secondly, that Euripides so ordered this verse as to express 
the reluctance and hesitation, with which Phaedra utters the 
word épav. 

378 Weil reads zpaccew ta yeipov’, taking xaxiov’ as a gloss, 
To some extent I agree with this, but 1 would go further and 
read ra ye(por’ aiveiv, regarding, tpaccewv xaxiov ,asan explanation. 
But it should be noted that ye/pwy and xaxiwv are equally good 
Attic, and equally usual. May not then the original interpolation 
have been the regular comp. xaxuyrepa, for which some corrector 
substituted xaxiova } 

385 The false aidus is that want of self-reliance, which serves 
as an excuse for inaction, Hence Euripides classes it with 
the #dovai Biov, because it is akin to self-indulgent indolence, 

427, 428 No one can fail to be offended with drw rapj, 
followed by another verse ending with, o6rw rvxy, I think then 
that érw tU¥yy has arisen from the subsequent interpolation in 430, 


78 EUR. AIPPOL. 


wap olow—eyw, and that rejecting 430, we should read in 428: 
xpovos 6& Ovntav éfépyve Tovs Kakovs. 

441, 442 Dindorf, while justly admitting Valckenaer’s excel- 
lent emendation, takes notice of the unsatisfactory character of 
these verses. I hold them to be interpolated, and it will be 
observed that, when they are left out, sense and construction 
proceed satisfactorily. 

468, 4:70 I protest against the introduction into the text of 
xavwv, for, xaA@sin 469. There is nothing in the words of the 
Scholiast to justify it. I would restore then the MS. reading, 
xadds dxpiBwoeav in 469, reading, otd’ av, for ovde, in 468, and I 
also think we should read otx—ypn, for ov8’—ypyv, in 467. In 
470, I would read wegote’ és iv ov, (sc. Greves) for recotc' sonv 
ov. és 7v, I suppose was corrupted to day, to which it is difficult 
to give a satisfactory sense. 

491,492 Here I have to note in the first place that the MS. 
reading is ws €ye, not as tdyos. Restoring it then and under- 
standing roi dvdpos, by ravdpos, and reading with M. P. A. d:o0c- 
réov, I would read in 492: rov edfiv obfefrwow (i.e. of éfeimwow) 
audi god Aoyov. Corruption of ovgeirwrw to éeirwow led to 
éfefrovras. JI render: You need not fine words but the man. 
Those are to be at once dispatched, who will directly explain 
how your case stands. The nurse here with characteristic 
coarseness of language plainly proposes what she in fact did, 
namely to tell Hippolytus of Phaedra’s passion for him. Phaedra 
affects to be shocked at the idea, but the nurse sees she is not in 
earnest, She therefore no longer directly talks of speaking to 
Hippolytus, for the suggestion has produced its effect, but 
pretends she is going to work on him by charms. Phaedra pre- 
tends to believe her, and then (518, 520) shows she understands 
by expressing fears, which are in fact exhortations to do what 
she affects to forbid. 

503 I would read py pot od, for Kai wy ov. 


504, 505 The words as—épwrt, are certainly interpolated. 
Omitting them I would read in 504, rpo8uw' for zpoBjs rave’, 
and in 505, as tacyp édv x7.A. I should also be disposed in 
503 to read, nev for yap, taking, ed A€yes péev aicypa dé, paren- 
thetically. rdd« is placed for é¢ at the end of 503 by M., and 
pév is inserted after ef by the first handin V. The passage 
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then (503-505) as I would read it, would run thus: py pot ot 
apos Ged: eb A€yers prev aloypa de | wépa mpdBaw’, ws Tarxp’ éav 
Aeyns Kad@s x.7.A, 

519 The words, ravr’ dv doBybeic’ tr6:, give no good sense, and 
a comparison with Ahesus 80, shows the case is not parallel. IL 
would read : ravr’ ay parnv yap toht' «.7.d., poBybeioa, or rather 
Sedocxvia being supplied from 518. The intrusion of doSybcioa 
(very likely suggested by /thesus 80) expelled paryv yap. I 
render: Know that you would be quite mistaken in your fear. 

520 A command in the form of a remonstrance, as the nurse 
by her reply shows she understands it. 


585 See note on Supplices 204. 


622-626 I have always regarded the words rot—éxacrov 
(622, 623) as spurious, but I am now persuaded that the inter- 
polation extends further. Also, while acknowledging the 
spuriousness of 626, I do not see how we can reject 625, which 
forms a necessary introduction to 627. I think then the whole 
passage should be reconstructed thus: wawWoav mpiacba oréppa 
Onrcav arep. | viv & és domous Set mparov agerOat Kaxov. 

634 Here xadds should be read for xaAots with Kirchhoff, but 
that is not enough. We should further read, I believe, etre for dare. 

637 For rayacG I would read rayafov. 

641 I would wAcov’ as Dindorf suggests. Heracl. 979 appears 
to be imitated from here, with the change of wAciov’ to peifov, 
and perhaps there we should read peifov’. But the meaning is 
different. For ¢poveiv rAcfova means to be wiser, dpoveiv peffova, 
to be prouder, than a woman should. 

696 is, I believe, interpolated. It intervenes unseasonably 
between the ¢yes, €yw, opposed in 695, 697, Nor do I think 
that didyvwors is a tragic word. It occurs nowhere else except 
in 926, where it also seems due to interpolation. Further as 
Phaedra, when we are rid of the spurious verse 691, speaks twelve 
verses, so the nurse here speaks six, or just half, without 696, 


715, 716 These verses are certainly corrupted. I would 
read : xahiis Actas: nirperurpevov Se wpiv | evpyy éyw te ovpdopav 
és ryvd éxyw. This clears away all difficulty and gets rid of the 
offensive successive endings éyw and éyw. I would suggest that 
mpotperovea arose from an explanation pd eitpericaca. 
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728 I should prefer yirroAtrw for yaréopw. yatrépw would be 
satisfactory, but for what follows @avotea. Perhaps however 
rejecting 729-731 we should read jjconbeic’ tro in 727, and 728 
thus xaxov Gavovca yatépw yeryropat. 

809, 810 I cannot see that there is any proper authority for 
the reading mixpay cay, which appears to be merely an ancient 
conjecture. The reading ryv dvedainova of M.A.P.C., of which 
the rév daiuova of V. is evidently a correction, points to my mind 
to yvvy having been originally in the acc. I should be disposed 
then to read thus: éxAvel’ dppods, as ye Tv dvodaipova | tOwper, 7 
pe katrOavoto’ adrwAccev, As regards yvvaixds I believe it to have 
arisen from an explanation, yvvatka. This I suppose led to 
omission of ye and change of téwper to idw, while yuvaixa itself 
was made yvvaixes, metri gratia, 

867 Here afioros should not be substituted for the MS. 
aPiwros. Bw is one syllable by synizesis. On this principle the 
defective. verse Dionysius 2, 9 (Anth. Jacobs.) rravois ix’ iyveow 
Suoxets should be read, wravots im’ tyveoow duixers (Sta one 
syllable), It will then correspond to v. 6 péAAa be rpos judas 
Baivew. 

903 The two readings é¢’ w viv of Harn., and, éd' @ raviv, of 
the Chr, P. seem to point to an original reading étw “m viv, of 
which é¢’ 6rw viv was an explanation, leading to the éd’ Gruw of 
the MSS., while the second hand in P has w for w, (See 
Dindorf’s note.) 

926 dicyvwors, as I have before observed (696), does not seem 
to be a tragic word, and I hold the words kai dutyvwow dpevav, to 
be interpolated. If they are left out, 927 follows better and more 
naturally the, cages ru xeiofar of 926. Placing then ¢ed extra 
metrum, I would read 925, 926 thus: cages te xeioOat ypyv 
Bporots Texpiprov k.T.A. 

946 I would read ézevdt) ovx, for, ered) y’, retaining éA7Avbas- 
Since you have not incurred the actual guilt of murder, so as to 
be obliged to cover your face. 

971 cois cannot be right, for it is only in the speech before 
us that Theseus has made Hippolytus aware of what he charges 
him with, and he has as yet made no reply. There seems to be 
an aposiopesis after viv otv. I would then read the verse thus: 
viv otv—ti ratra ao’ é&aptAAGpat Adyots ; Why do I press you as to 
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this with arguments, when the presence of the dead is damning 
evidence against you ? 


995 Ican find nothing to show that the Scholiast read ov« not 
xovx, but the words of one of them are well worthy of attention, 
and I transcribe them here: @ewpets ev ott ov dvaBAérw mpods oe, 
Kai dvTiAéyw Tots tro wou Acyomevois, Kai duavoy Ot airy duedHeipa, 
Here three things are noticeable. First, the Scholiast makes 
Hippolytus the object of eicopds, and therefore seems to know 
nothing of the words dos réde Kat yatay. Secondly, there is no 
trace of anything in our text that would suggest the words ovde 
dvaBAérw zpos o€. Thirdly, he connects duadbepay, or whatever 
part of the verb he read, with Phaedra and not with Hippolytus. 
He must them have had a very different text before him from 
what we now read. On these hints one might endeavour to 
restore the text (992-994) thus: ddev p' érmAOes tpOra, THO’, Ep’ 
hs dpas | xarw BAérovra, cai SiaHetpar doxav. | Kal piv dvijp ovdk 
éoTw €&v yy THO eu“ov K.7.A. tyvde is justified by the body of 
Phaedra being on the stage. Compare 961, 972. As regards 
«atw BAérovra, which I suppose to represent the Scholiast’s ovx 
avaBAerw mpos oé, compare 946, 947, 

1007 For xai 67, I should prefer elev. 

1017, 1019 Rejecting 1018 as interpolated, I would read 
these verses thus: év woAe Oe devrepa | tpacoew' To y ev wapecte 
«7A, For the expression devrepa mpaccew, compare devrep’ av 
awaryo, Andr. 372. mpdcoav yap et, is the reading of all the 
MSS. except M. in 1019. M., no doubt intended a full stop after 
Sevrepos, and to connect mpaccew with edrvyeiy. 

1024 I would read efAces, for cides, with Reiske. 

1029 is certainly spurious, as Valckenaer perceived. 

1038 I would read with A. ov for xaié. od expresses the 
passion with which Theseus speaks. 

1039 Surely we should read rérowbé p’, for wéroubev. 

1050 I regard as interpolated. Compare 1047. 


1057-1064 It is suspicious that a speech of three verses, 
followed by one of four, should be intruded into a two-verse 
stichomythia. It is to be noticed that Hippolytus says nothing 
of auguries from birds, to justify Theseus’, rois—Aéyw (1058, 1059). 

G 
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I think then we should read in 1057-1059: 4 déAros nde mora 
cov Karnyope: | pavrewy b¢ dypas TOAN' eyw yalpew A€yw. In Hippo- 
lytus’ speech I would reject 1062, 1063, which are unnecessary, 
while the ot dijra, of 1062, following the ri dyra of 1060, is 


suspicious. 


1071 Perhaps it should be observed that co is exclusively 


connected with doxd. 
1091 ds should surely be read for ds. 


1094-1097 There is surely interpolation. What business 
has Athens here, except to tickle Athenian vanity? It is true 
that Theseus in 974 forbids his son to set foot in Athens or any 
other land he rules over, but that is quite a different thing. - 
Leaving out then the words d\Aa—Epey@éws (1094, 1095) and 
also 1096, and placing a full stop at the end of 1093, 1 would 


read ; d€rrowa, yatpe, ov te wédov TporLyvov, | yaip’ x.7.A. 


1153-1155 Here I suspect interpolation. Leaving out 1154, 
1155, I would read 1153 thus: roi Oneéa, yuvaixes, evpows’ av 
potdvy; We thus get rid of the disagreeable effect of dwuarwr 
ecw, followed immediately by éfw dwuarwv, and of the languid 
parenthesis. 


1167-1172 It is perhaps worth while to note the highly 
artificial arrangement, by which the messenger and Theseus are 
made to speak exactly the same number of verses, namely 8 
each: the messenger speaking 3, 2,3: Theseus 2, 2, 4. 


1197 Itis not to be believed that Euripides wrote eiOis for 
ev6. The verse is certainly interpolated. 


1199, 1200 I hold to be an interpolation intended to indicate 
the traditional spot where the catastrophe took place. The 
construction will continue more naturally if they are left out, 
retaining of course the comma at theend of 1198, évéev, ‘ There- 


, 


upon. 
1209 is I suspect interpolated. 


1238 The expression @iA\ov xapa is suspicious. No other 
instance of i\ov used in the Epic sense of ‘his,’ is I believe to 
be found in Euripides. In Hee. 1127 there is the accessory 
sense of being dear or precious to the possessor, which hardly 
obtains here, and moreover it occurs in a lyric passage. I would 
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read det for didov. det would easily disappear between the as of 
metpas and the x of kapa. 


1239 I should prefer to read re for d¢ before Cope and (with 
Kirchhoff) égavéa for éEavdav. 


1241 I do not think éfaXe/¢w can be used as we find it here, 
The instances given by Lid. and Scott of éfaAeidw in this sense 
with a personal object (Aesch. Choeph. 503. Thuc. 3. 57) are not 
to the purpose. For in Aeschylus though the object of the verb 
is a person in fact, it isa thing in form, while in Thucydides 
tiv woAw is the object of éfaAeipw. I should propose then to read 
éfaro\é¢oynr. As to the cause of the corruption I can only suggest 
that the more common éfoAéoyre took the place of éfaroAecnre, 
leading to éfaXciynre. 


1250 I would certainly read rocoirov y’ with A. P. C. 


1266, 1267 The fact that V. A. read these verses in reversed 
order, points to 1267 being interpolated, and brought in from 
the margin, Rejecting it I would read in 1266: xoyifer’, ds av 
eiridw Togs’ oupact. 


1300-1302 The words ris yap—jdovn, (1301, 1302) are 
manifestly interpolated, but so also I think are, 4 tpérov twa 
yevvaioryra, (1300, 1301). Phaedra’s struggle with her passion 
(Comp. 1504) and her finally killing herself, might be described 
as yevva.drnta, but to speak of her passion as tpdérov twa yevvaid- 
TyTa, 18 a very strange way of expressing this. I should be 
disposed then to read the verses thus; kal os yvvaixds olorpor, 
i) Kevrpwv tro | dnybeica Kumpidos maidds ypacby ober, and rv 
Gedy in 1304. 

1304, 1305 The sense certainly requires repwpévyy | trpodds 
op arwieo «7.4, Possibly 7 disappeared after 7 in etpwpeévnr, 
and od’ after tpodds. 

1307 ofv can hardly be right. I would read : éozep jv dixatos. 
The corruption of jv to otv led to oty déxacov in one class of MSS., 
and to dy dixacos in another. 


1322, 1323 I prefer P. C.’s reading, (P. manu secunda) 
gxelw y évejmas, though y' is a correction, for ye seems 
required. It was the disappearance of y' caused V. A. to read 
Taper XES. 


a2 
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1403 Valckenaer’s emendation pia for Kirpis would have to 
be adopted if the verse were genuine. But both it and 1402 are 
I believe interpolated, and 1403 suggested by the rpirny of 1404. 
Rejecting then 1402, 1403, I would read in 1404, wé 7, warépa re 
KT.A, 


1405, 1406 I suspect these verses also. 


1415 No good sense can be got out of this verse as it stands. 
I would read : jw rap’ dpatov dainoow Bporav yévos. The race of 
mortals must then be under a curse from the gods, tap’ dis- 
appeared between #y and dpatov, and was ineptly supplied by <ié’. 
Disappearance of 7 after y is not uncommon. Perhaps from 
writing vr as we find it in inscriptions. 

1416-1418 This passage is miserably interpolated. An indi- 
cation of this has remained in the true reading, iro foqov, re- 
tained by all the MSS. except A. B. I would read 1416, 1417 
thus: ¢acov ob yap ode ys tard Lodov | Hnées adriywos Kumpidos éx 
mpoOupias. drysos, ‘unavenged.’ Compare dgam. 1279. 14181 
would reject as interpolated, 


1419 Valckenaer would reject this verse as made up from 
1454, But the boot is on the other leg, for it is 1455, 1454 that 
are interpolated. On 1453 Dindorf notes: «ai non habet quo 
referatur. No doubt. It is clear however, that 1455 answers 
properly to 1452, 


1425-1427 I regard these verses as one of those common 
interpolations, which are in fact notices of religious observances 
current in the time of their authors. Rejecting them, I would 
read then 1423 thus: coi 8, & radairwp, dvti cv doow KaKav 
K.T.A. 


1453, 1454 See note on 1419. 


1459 I hope no one will attribute such a verse to Euripides. 
To do the interpolator justice however, I believe he wrote: & 
xe’ "A@jva. Some blundering corrector offended by the elision 
of a gave us what we read, The interpolation of 1459 has 
naturally affected 1460. I would read then: oiov ’orépnuat rat- 
dds x.7.A. 1459 being rejected, Theseus speaks two verses, as he 
should do, to Hippolytus’ two. 
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6, 7 One of the’ Scholiasts has this note: éuod répuxev 7} 
yevyoerat wore of broKpirai Tov tapBov mpocdébyxay imovonoavres 
elvat tiv ypadyv, ‘dy ts,’ iv’ 7 ovTws, ‘viv Oy Tis GAAy,’ Kal dvTi ToD 
guyxpitixod 70 ‘dvervxecrary’ daciv. Now here two things are 
clear, that duorvyeorépa was the original reading, and that v..7, is 
spurious. At the same time it is plain that the added verse 7 is 
only compatible with dvorvyeorgpa and the reading dy tis. 
There is then a confusion which I find myself quite unable to 
clear up. I would read however in 6 viv 6'—# tts GAAn dvcrv- 
XEerrepa. yuri) ; leaving out 7. Both 6 ovr and 3’ ef rts seem to be 
corrections of 61 ris. The aposiopesis viv 6’,—not being under- 
stood led to viv 6’—7 being read viv 6y. 

50-54 This passage seems to me full of interpolations. The 
words mpocwpeAjoar—éor’ (50) savour of this, and still more the 
clumsy structure of 51-53, Reading then ov« for ovr’ in 49, I 
would read, 50-53, thus: Aeddév drov at’ alav, évda Aogiav | 7rnce 
marpos ov ‘kravey tivew dixnv. This will account for the two 
readings «xreivee M.V., rivee A.P. ®otfov necessarily expelled one 
or the other, of éxtavev, tivew. ov for ov by attraction. 


59 This clumsily expressed verse is 1 think interpolated, 


63 See Preface, p. xxiv. as to the form MéveAaos. I would read: 
és ce MevéAews x7 Tais x.7.A. MevéAews, trisyllable. 

68-73 There appears to be confusion here. 71 is, I think, 
borrowed from He/, 862 and interpolated, while 73 should be read 
after 69, when 70 will exactly answer to it, if placing ofwoc extra 
metrum we read, rs otv wéervotat; «.7.A. wérvorat then properly 
refers to Menelaus, before it was in the air. 68-73 will then 
run thus: @E. rav ratdd cov pédAovew, © dvarnve ov, | xreivew ov 
€&w dwpatwv imegebou: | dpovdos 6’ éx’ atrov MevéAcws dopwv dro. 
AN. ofot | ras ov wéervotat Tov euov exberov yovov; @E. odx old’, 
éexeivuy 0 yoOounv éym rade. We obtain thus a perfect regularity 
of construction. First, the maid speaks three verses, then 
Andromache and she one each, and then Andromache three. 


89,90 There seems little doubt that the words, érei—yvvaikds, 
are interpolated. I would read then: ywpijoopar yap, pv re Kat 
maw KaKov. 
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94, 95 I would read répyw in 94, and 95 thus: dva ordp’ det 
rade Oa yAwoons Tt’ €xew ; tTépy w being in apposition to the whole 
sentence, and rade referring to what is enumerated in 92. de of 
rade I suppose dropped out and 7a was corrected to xai, 

151, 152 Here rejecting 151 as interpolated I would read 
in 152: ytv 8€ MeveAcws tadra Swpeirat warip. MeveAcws as 
almost always in such cases trisyllabic, 

154 is certainly interpolated. The chorus have said nothing 


to Hermione, and the whole speech is addressed to Andromache. 
Compare 142, 143. 


169 It is not easy to see how Tpwds can have been Soaeenead 
to ypvoos. I think the verse is interpolated and that the in- 
terpolator wrote Kpcicos. The inappropriateness of this led to 
its being altered to Xpuaos. 

195 I think we should read: rixy 8’ irép coi, kai p' eAevOépav 
opas. I rely upon the words of the Scholiast : otre xara tuyyv cov 
BeAriwv ovea. 

Sees "Exropos aro must. be understood. “ apart from Hector,’ 

. ‘but for Hector.’ I think, however, 203, 204 are inter- 
Base Andromache as the daughter of Hétion could hardly be 
called duavpa. Moreover though I have no doubt as to the 
sense intended, I have doubts of the correctness of such a use of 
amo. ao putTnpos in O.C’, 900 has a certain analogy to the sense 
of dao required here, but the cases do not seem to be really 
parallel. 


222 For rpoverynpev I think we should read zpooraper. 

231 dcos is a mere conjecture. The original reading is 
clearly ois while Stobaeus has als. I would read: zatéas ols. 
Stobaeus’ afs is due to perenne. girls ure intended, but even so 
ols is correct. 

242 This verse gives a very ciisdtlghsbaes sense, Perhaps 
we should read: kaxas ye xpupevarcey, ei O€ pay, ov Kadds. 
Hermione asks: Is not love all in all with women? To which 
Andromache replies ; Yes, to them who use it wrongly, or at any 
rate not becomingly. Confusion of xadés and xaxds is not 
uncommon. xaxés at the beginning of the verse becoming xaAdis 
led to xaAas being changed to. «cada at the end of it. 

249 zpdcw does not seem to give the sense required. I would 
read : mpocéri. 7. would disappear before the 7 of yap. 
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273 The words rocotrov—«xaxov savour of interpolation, and it 
is probable that Andromache spoke four verses to Hermione’s 
eight. I would read 271-273 thus: oddeis 3’ éyidvys, xd aupods 
mepaitepw | kaxis yuvaixos dappak’ eEnipyKe Tw. yw, Kail 0. 

318 is I suspect interpolated. 


321 dAnOeias imo, seems to me quite correct. The genitive 
with iwé has here the sense of the dative of the attendant 
¢ircumstances. Precisely in the same sense we find tm’ eixAcias in 
Hip. 1299. 


* $22, 323 No one can be satisfied with these verses as they 
stand, and dpoveiy in 323 seems not to the purpose. I would 
read: rovs 6 io Wevdav parny | ov déwow ARV TUyy Soxeiv Exe. 
I understand evxActay éyovras, with rots parny, for, ols wév evkAca 
éorw, is equivalent to of evkAcav éxovres. 


330-332 These verses are certainly spurious, the two first 
being made up from the two of Menander quoted by Stobaeus 
(see Dindorf’s note). Those in Stobaeus are however naturally 
not to be correeted from here, for the interpolator has altered 
them to suit his own purpose. <All difficulty will be removed 
by reading in the first etrvyets for ebrvyety, and taking ot doxotvres 
absolutely, as in Hee. 295, and Gal. 2.6, and perhaps in the 
second verse iofi for eioiv. As to what Dindorf says of the 
necessity of retaining these verses I do do not see the point 
of it, 

333 I would read: dépe, MeveAews, 54 x.7.A. épe should 
precede not follow Menelaus. 

345-347 The metrical correction éevoerar in 346 does not 
help out the halting imperfection of the sense. I am of opinion 
that the words d\\’—vw, (346, 347) are interpolated, and in- 
tended to express, what Andromache gives Menelaus to under- 
stand, but does not directly say. She leaves it to Menelaus to 
consider that what he says will be unsatisfactory, and that he 
will meet with a repulse. She then puts before him the other 
alternative. Will you suffer her to grow old in your house 
unmarried? I would then read 546, 347 thus: devye to Tavrys 
aodpov ; 7) vv év dopots x.T.A. 

348 M. V. read tAjpov. Adopting this, for avep, l would read 
«dpa, of which dvep is an explanation. 
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396-407 Nauck proposes to read in this order: 396, 404, 
405, 399-405, 397, 398, 406, 407. The four verses he reads out 
of their place; 397, 398: 404, 405, are I believe interpolated. 
The absence of a caesura in 397 is well corrected by Porson’s 
reading dvpopat (i.e. supposing it to be genuine), In 398 
I believe ¢égupegm is a correction of éfyndfw, which the 
interpolator wrote. He was probably more familiar with the 
LXX than the Attic writers, and an anapaest in the second place 
would not trouble him. If we leave out 404, 405, it will be 
necessary to read 406 thus: od¢ 4’, ds ér’ Hv jot Aowwos dhBadpos 
Biov. ais is unnecessary and so is «ls. 

409, 410 I hold to-be interpolated, and they destroy the fine 
dramatic effect intended by Euripides. 408 is spoken with 
passion, and as Andromache speaks it, with a rapid movement 
she rises from the altar, and faces her persecutors. After 408, 
409, 410, have a frigid effect, while 408 suggests the action by 
which I believe it to be accompanied. At 411 she steps forward 
to meet her enemies, and dares them to do their worst. 


423 M. V. read oj without any re or ye. I would read 
then vaida onv, andin 424, cat ryvde, MeveAews, «.7.4., a better 
order I conceive than MevéAge xai ryvd', even if MevéAae were 
admissible, 

427 The MS. reading is éyw o’. I read then: covywy’ (cot 
éywye). Menelaus as he turns towards Andromache properly 
addresses her with the emphatic coi. | 

438 I do not say that Tpoita is wrong, but it certainly has 
a very harsh effect. It rests moreover on the sole authority of C, 
all the other MSS. having év Tpoia, contra metrum, and I do not 
doubt it is a correction. I would read then Tpwot. év Tpoia 
may have arisen from an ill-advised attempt to make this verse 
conform exactly to the év ipiv of 437. But there I think we 
should read: 7 ratra 6’ ipiv «.7.A. 6° would drop out after the 
a of ravra. 

446, 447 I rather suspect the words, 46Aca—avaxres, of inter- 
polation. The same idea seems repeated in what follows. 

550 I would read: MevéAews, érioyes x.t.A. 


567 I think we should read ot ye ror. The example from 
Aristophanes (Jr. 90) to which Dindorf refers, only proves that 
vov can be used in the feminine, and does not seem to justify the 
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other inferences he (/. c.) draws from it. It would hardly be 
safe to infer that because the first syllable of rovodros can be 
shortened, that the same holds good of rotos and rowode. It 
should be noted that oid¢, which I would restore, not ore, is the 
MS. reading in 508. But I have to observe that dicey in 555 is 
used in a very different sense, and that d/xky xpivavres does not 
well apply toa slave which Andromache was. I suspect therefore 
that xpivavres is interpolated, and I would read 567, 568 thus: 
aroomacavres, ov pev otv diky Twi, | dyovow, obSex.t.A. ovde, ‘not 
even. 

581 dpov for éuov is due to C, only, and probably a correction. _ 
I would read: ras dys; cd Tov éuov«.7.A. Disappearance of ¢ of 
ov after dys led to wis dys; 7) Tov éuov which .was imperfectly 
corrected to mas; 7 Tov enor. 

591 isa mere repetition of 590 and certainly spurious. It 
seems to be suggested by Jph. A. 954, itself an imitation of 590. 

593 This verse is spurious with the exception of the one 
word Arrov, which should replace éywv, at the end of 594, The 
word adovAos is enough to condemn it. In the sense in which 
it is here used Lid. & Scott, after citing this passage, draw their 
next example from Aelian. In the other sense of ‘too poor to 
keep a slave,’ in which it is often used by Epictetus, it can 
claim the authority of Phrynichus, but that would not prove 
that it is admissible in tragedy. In the one sense it is I take it 
only used by late writers, in the other it is a vulgar expression. 

631 I think this verse is interpolated. It causes a hitch in 
the construction and we can well do without it. If we read 
av 6 ws for 4A’ as in 629 with Galen and Clement, we might 
read yjoowv répuxas here, but still the hitch is not quite ob- 
viated, and we are better without the verse. In any case I 
prefer ci 3’ ds to dAX’ as, and oi 8’ as was very likely expelled 
by the ov of 631, 

646 is manifestly interpolated, and I do not think there is 
any lacuna after 647, but that the words, xai rarpos—fvvawas 
(647, 648) are an interpolation. Leaving them out then, and 
placing a full stop at the end of 649, I would read ypiyv oty for 
nv xpqv in 650, This will remove all difficulty as to ryvée. 

655, 656 are certainly spurious as Nauck points out, but to 
be satisfactorily rid of them we must reject 654 also and read in 
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653 for otvay piv "Hreipirw, ddpapra y' otcav “Exropos. As the 
text stands od has nothing to which it can be properly referred. 
It can no doubt be rendered ‘‘ where,” but to borrow “Hze:pos 
from 'Hreiparw is a strange construction. 

663, 664 It strikes me as strange that Menelaus should say, 
qv BAdorwor When there was a child of Andromache and Pyrrhus 
already in existence. I think then that 664 is interpolated and 
that in 663 we should read rots riod’ aro, and 7’ for 6’ in 665, 
Note that rijode not rovcde is the MS, reading in 664. 

679 It seems to me we should read Wéywv for Aéywv. Weywv 
would be written céywv, « would drop out before é, and so we get 
Aéywv, for a copyist may be trusted, if a word wants a letter, to 
supply the wrong one. 

680 How can Helen be said to have laboured? I would 
read: “EAévy 8 éudxOno’ oby éxav GAN’ é« Gedy. In 681 I am 
inclined to think we should read dpéAyod y' for ddéAqoev, which 
was due to the mis-reading of 680. 

703 I should prefer: zpos roApav ei yévorro BovAyats G apo. - 

706, 707 I would read: deiEw 8’ eyo coi wx tov "Téatov Tapw 
irov vouigovt avopa Tévd’ éxOpov wore. Note that the MS. reading 
is jooov not peifov in 707. I connect oot with ioov, and it is 
therefore emphatic. What we read arises I think from the 
intrusion of IlyjAéa as an explanation of dvdpa révde. I believe 
however the verses are interpolated, and suggested by the 
spurious verse 655, Omitting them then I would read ov for «i 
in 708, which has a much more spirited effect, 


709 I think nothing is gained by correcting this verse as 
Hermann has done, for I regard the words jjv—xoyuns (709, 710) 
as interpolated and also oihx—reéxva in 712, which indeed are a 
mere amplification of what precedes. JI would read then 
709-712, thus: pooyos 7 arexvos, Aris odk dvégerat | tixrovras, 
aity areipos ovaa, Tos wéAas. Note that 7, not «i, is the MS. 
reading in 71l. ais I regard as an explanation of pooyos 
(comp. Hee. 526), and dAdovs of trois 7éAas. 

715, 716 riod’ in 715, in regard of the same word in 716, 
can hardly be right. I do not think @@eiperfe can be properly 
used with vjode, in the sense of, ‘take yourselves off from her,’ 
In the parallel] passage from Aeschylus referred to by Lid. and 
Scott (Pers. 450, 451) Elmsley rightly as I think reads: é« veiy, 
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nor can I think ¢6eipecGe be thus used without a preposition. 
' Compare 708, I would read then: POciperGe wépow, regarding 
rnode aS an explanation. Peleus, who does not expect the slaves 
to resist him personally, bids them stand aside, that he may see 
ei tis, by which he means Menelaus, will venture to meddle with 
him. 

723 I should prefer to read: rode yj o’ éyo. The explanation, 
év Gia, would then account for the defective state of the verse. 

724-726 These verses in acknowledging the warlike excel- 
lence of the Spartans are not to the purpose. I would then omit 
725, and read 724, 726, thus: ef 8& 808 dxyv, | raAN’ tore rovde 
pydevos BeAtiova, so that the words should apply to Menelaus. 
But for his reputation, he is really a poor creature. 

733 I would read: éort Toivur ov mpoow, 80 as to get rid of the 
repetition of rs. tot I suppose disappeared after zu. 

746 I hold ddvvaros to be equivalent to, od Suvduevos. I 
would therefore strike out the comma after it. 


764 7, not dv, is the MS. reading, and that of Stobaeus. 
The sense seems ill-expressed, and I believe the words, roAAGv— 
xpeioowv (764, 765) are interpolated, and that we should read 
765, thus: ti yap vw ddedos Sedov ovr’ etowparetv; I suspect 
however it was originally in 764: wokAG@v véwv yap dv yépwv 
evWuxos 7, Which would be decisive evidence of interpolation. 

824 is I suspect interpolated. 


880 I would read: zpo perabpwr ropeverat. Swudtrwv taking 
the place of peAd@pwv caused wpo to disappear. The spurious 
verse 878 rather suggests peAaGpwr here. 

883 I would read: éyvws: ris dy dé Kdx rivos wevber Trade ; (see 
Dindorf’s note). The MS. readings have I suppose arisen from 
mwevGec being changed to the more usual ruwvédve. Something 
similar to what I have given seems implied by Orestes’ answer. 

898 C.’'s reading xépy is a very reasonable correction of yuvi, 
and I would adopt it, but "EAévy I regard as an explanation, for 
which I would read roto. Tvvdapis yuvy, probably arose from a 
false reading, Tvvdapews yvvy, imperfectly corrected, unless 
indeed we should in any case read Tuvddpews xopy for Tuvdapis 
Kopy. 

909 I would read: xakdv y €Xegas, avdp’ eva du’ Exew A€yy. 
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avép eva is read by C, with doa contra metrum. It may of 
course, be only an ill-advised correction. All the other MSS. 
read év’ dydpa, involving an anapaest in the third place, except 
A., who reads avdépa alone. I take it then that the substitution 
of duced for 8vo led to the two readings, A. dropping éva alto- 
gether, and the rest placing it before dvdpa. I do not see how 
we can do without éva. 


914 A comma should be placed after ye. We should render: 
_ Yes, the old man, Peleus I mean, Hermione in her agitation 
calls Peleus, ‘the old man,’ simply, and then remembers Orestes 
may not understand whom she intends, 


929 The MS. reading is : ras otv rad’, ds etrou tis, €Enuapravov ; 
I would read: was ovv rad, elo: yy’ av tis, e&nuaptavoy ; disappear- 
ance of »’ after 7 has led to what we read. 


959-965 is manifestly interpolated, for it appears from 888, 
889, that Orestes was entirely ignorant of Hermione’s condition 
and circumstances, The absurdity indeed of 964 was felt by the 
Scholiast, who explains, od dia ras cas érurtoAds, ot yap arecraAy 
poi tt mapa cov, which of course it cannot mean; while the 
copyist whom P, followed got over the difficulty by reading pévey 
for céBwv. The MS. reading réuyo in 966 is still further 
evidence of interpolation. In 966 Orestes refers to what Her- 
mione said in 922, but I think we should read: wéyiw ’x dé ravd’ 
olkwv a K.T.A. 


980 averxouny, should certainly be restored, G&ydopais jvetxo- 
pyv. I put up with this, because of the unhappy circumstances — 
in which I found myself. 1t may however be a question in respect 
of the tvyats of 979 whether 980 is not interpolated, in which 
case I would read rév ody for cov de, in 981. 

990-994 I think the mention of Peleus in this passage is 
entirely due to interpolation, and I would read the verses thus : 
pi S@pa, mpocBas, pm’ éfepyudca pobwy | wocis pereAGy wwdiKots 
duoypacw. OP. pndev pofyOys ravd, os cis Eu’ UBpire. (Gs is the 
M8. reading). Such phraseology as wpooBas dGpu kai podwr, 
savours of interpolation, and there could be no question of 
Peleus pursuing Hermione for he would only be too pleased to 
be rid of her. 


1001 I do not think decxvyy is capable of the sense it must 
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bear here, and if it were it should be of and not cde. I would 
read : yapety dcdager pydeva od’ dv xpi eue. 

1002 airjoe can hardly be right, but to read yrycev with 
Heimsoeth would be to make bad worse. I think also that the 
words, 6e@—dixas, (1004) are interpolated, and I would read 
1002-1005 thus: ruxpas & dra:rav watpds eloetoe diknv | dvaxra 
PoiBov, obdé vw petdoracis | yvouns dvycwe, “« Oeod 3¢ SiaBodais 
r éuais x.7.4. The intrusion of ddviov in 1002 expelled efcerat. 
which suggested the future airjowv. 

1007, 1008 I regard as interpolated. 

1050 The position of rade in this verse is singularly awkward, 
I think the words, rév yap—riyas (1051, 1052) are interpolated, 
and I would read these verses thus: @pdvdy: 76 8’ obv dAnbes éxpabety 
Gélw. éxmovetv, which the Scholiast explains by oixovopeiy, seems 
incorrectly used in 1052, nor are these reflections very much to 
the purpose. Perhaps we should read in 1050: as ékAuroica 
dcjpad’ “Eppsovy rade. 

1054, 1055 There is something wrong here, for what has 
happened to hurt the chorus? I would read: xpumreww év oiorep 
ovoa Tvyxave kaxois | Baciiiss duyas yap tovd’ drolyerar Sopuy. 
Change of Bacuiis to Baciiea led to what we read. 

1058, 1059 are interpolated. Peleus well knew, and had no 
reason to ask, why Hermione was afraid of her husband. What 
an expression, too, is waidos Gavaciiwy BovAcvparwy, and how 
could Hermione be supposed to be afraid of Andromache} 


1097-1099 The words érAjpouvr’—idia 6’ (1097, 1098) are 
interpolated. We should read; dpyai 6’, dao. Geotd ypyudrwv 
édéeoracay, | ppovpay érdgavr’ x.t.X. 

1120, 1121 It seems to me impossible that é&Axe: can be 
made to mean extrahit gladium e vagina, as Heath would have 
it. I would read: ywpdv 6 rpiyvav od yap és Katpov tureis | 
exper’ icbos Tr éfeiAKe, Kat TaparTdaoos «7.4. The explanation 
érvyxav’ caused disappearance of fipos. The imperfect is justified 
by the fact that he stepped back, and at the same time drew his 
sword, 

1134 I would read cdayijs 7. Dindorf restores the old Attic 
nom. plural I suppose rightly, 

1136 I do not see how raidds can stand by itself without coi. 
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I would read then: BéAcuva waidds cot: wepirradov 6’ érel | Kikhw 
KaTetyov od’ k.T.A. 

1145 For 3 was I read 8’ éuds. éuds, if not absolutely re- 
quired, is perfectly appropriate. 

1151, 1152 sorep—dadAwv. These words not merely might, 
as Hermann says, have been added by an interpolator, but that 
is certainly the case. ) 

1158, 1159 I would read these verses in one thus: jets dé 
Tovde Gol yepoww Kouilouev «.T.A. KaToun@far yoos in 1159 is a 
manifest interpolation. 

1237 could hardly have be written by Euripides, One might 
conjecture that 1236, 1237 should be read thus: rov é« wéGev por 
divra raid’ drwdeoa. 

1258 Note the somewhat rare synizesis of Geds. 

1283 is certainly interpolated and intended to be read after 
1280. ee Preface, p. xxii. 
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12 I would read with V. Bpéras and not with P. Bdpos. 
Bpéras appears to be the true reading, for compare 525, where 
the wooden horse is called goavov, and Virg. A. 2. 232, where it 
is called simulacrum., 

22 seems to me clearly interpolated. The subject of pévovor 
in 19 is to be borrowed from ’Ayaiv In the same verse, 

35, 36 There seems to me something confused and awkward 
in the way these verses are expressed. Possibly we should read : 
7 0 dOXia THO’, ef Tis elropay Gere, | “ExaBy wapeoti, Keevy TvAGY 
mdpos and yxeovoa in 37. But the wretched Hecuba, should any 
one wish to see her, is here present lying before the doors (i.e. 
the doors of the house where the captives were confined). Cor- 
ruption of rjd_ to ryvde I believe to be the cause of what we 
read. 

39-41 The expression priya radov is one for which I can 
find no authority and which seems to me impossible. Lid. and 
Scott indeed refer to J/. 23. 619 as an example of priya tadov 
in the sense of rddos, but this is a slip, as a reference to the 
passage will show. I would read then ojo. If any one asks 
how on’ could be corrupted to wvyp.’ I can only say that it is 
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one of the many instances of marginal or interlinear interpola- 
tions getting into the text, often in defiance of metre as well as 
sense, and indeed we have only too much reason to be thankful 
when the text has not been further tampered with to restore 
the metre. I find in Hesychius ojja-: rados, pvjpa. I hold then 
that pvija is due here to an interpretation of ofa, written down 
by some stupid pedant, and foisted into the text by a still stupider 
copyist. But there is more wrong here than pvjya. Aabpa in 
40 is justly objected to, and though it may have been suggested 
by the fact that Hecuba was still unaware of Polyxena’s death 
it is clearly inadmissible, Again in the parenthesis in 41, 
povdos de pianos cat réxv’, the general expression réxva seems 
out of place, for an opposition of sons and daughters is clearly 
required, Perhaps we read the verses thus: 4 pév Kopav yap 
dud “AyiAXdelov tadov | reOvnxe ona TAnwovws TloAvEEvy | Kdpou 82 
ppovdo xo texwv x.7.A. As regards 41, the insertion of [piapos 
as an explanation of 6 rexwy may have led to what we read. 

68 There is nothing to object to in V.’s reading ov dy TUXNS, 
but I prefer P.’s ov &v rvyy, and so Dindorf tells us Cyril read. 
Failure to see that dv was for os by attraction would lead to 
TUXNS« 

75 Lid. and Scott read 8vcvocrov with P. for V.'s dveryvov. 


82, 83 Here there is something clearly wrong with the con- 
struction. For divas adds (83) I would read diva Gels. mapd- 
oxes will then only be construed with 76 adv. Geis corrupted to. 
ots might have disappeared after diva leading to dAds to com- 
plete the verse. 


237 is I suspect interpolated. It seems only to say what has. 
been said before in another form. 


271 We should certainly read yaAxeouiropos with P. XaAKeo- 
pirwp, with brazen pitpo. See Lid. and Scott s.v. yaAKeouirpas, 

292, 293 That ras éuas réyas has to be understood as éyué, 
and the absurd distinction between ’Ayacot and “EAAnves, shows 
there is interpolation. ‘EAAyvev has arisen I suppose from an 
explanation, 7youv “EAAjver, attached to ’Ayaiv. One might 
endeavour to restore 293 thus: ris dp’ ’Ayauny p’ agerat, wis €ico- 
pat; Tas éuas TUyas in 292 depending on eicoua. But how shall 
I know my own destiny, which of the Acheans is to carry me off 
with him ? 
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390 éowdpoviyjxac’, which is clearly against the sense, appears 
to be improperly used for éow@povixac’. The Scholiast explains 
it by caddpova éroincav, while Beck in his index actually reads 
écwppovikacw, as though the xa of kacw could be shortened. I 
would read then cadpova o’ €6yxay (and y’ for o’ in 349), which 
was explained by éowdpovixact, where note the incorrect form of 
the perfect, like éSAacrjxac’, J. A, 595, m an interpolated 
passage. I would also read ov rade dep’ éow, for ciodéepere 
mwevxas in 351. The words should clearly be addressed to an 
attendant, to whom Hecuba hands the torch, which she took from 
Cassandra at 348, and not to the Chorus. -evxcas I regard as an 
explanation of racde. The audience would see what was handed. 
For 7’ we should read 6’ after Saxpua. 

355 Dindorf says: suspecta ye particula, and clearly it has 
no business here, I should say the true reading was: xiv 7 Tapa 
pay TpoOupa wo. yay TpoPvpa is equivalent to dmpdévpa. kav 7, 
I take it was corrupted to xav py, and the verse unskilfully 
corrected to what we read. 

357 Dindorf no doubt regarded duorvyécrepov (P.’s reading) 
asa mere explanation of ducyepéorepov. So it would seem at first 
sight, but after all [think dvervyéorrepov gives the more appropriate 
sense. The marriage with Helen was to Menelaus both dvervyys 
-and dveyepys, Cassandra’s simply dvorvy7js to Agamemnon, 

361 I would simply read, ra 6’ aA’ éaow. Disappearance of 
§ led to ra dAAa and so to the inept corrections we find in V. 
and P. 

367 I believe to be one of the many interpolations due to 
aposiopesis with ows. 

368 Here I think P.’s absurd reading wéAw, conceals the true 
one, which I take to be roAAoi play. 

375, 376 The clause ot yjs—zarpidos, seems to me absolutely 
unsatisfactory as regards sense, and ovs “Apys éAot, I believe to 
be borrowed from 387. I would read then in 375, yaias €6vnoKov 
matpioos erepovpevot Omitting 376. 


383-385 I believe to be interpolated. 
388 I believe to be interpolated. We are much better with- 


out it, and neither y’ nor @ is satisfactory after vexpoi. +’ is 
simply inserted after the fashion of interpolators to help out the 
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verse, and to read 6’ excludes ots. Moreover 388 is a sort of anti- 
cipation of 390, 

‘399, 402 It is perhaps worth noting, seeing that Dindorf 
brands P. as codex interpolatus, that twice in 399, and once in 


402 he finds himself obliged to adopt its readings in preference 
to V.’s. 


414 I should prefer ’Arpéws re wats his x.7.4. Comp. note on 
Hip. 1248. ¢idos so nearly approaches the sense of ‘ his’ here, 
as to be suspicious. 

417 xai cod for xai coé, is hardly satisfactory, I would read: 
Tdde pev éreidy) ovx x.tA. The copyists substituted ov yap for 
éreioy) ovx, for they dislike such a crasis. This led to kai col 
taking the place of rade. 

433 Here Lid. and Scott adopt P.’s reading dvrAjcas I do not 
doubt rightly. It is indeed obvious that no one would alter 
extAnoas to dvrAjocas. Compare Hip, 898. 

435 Even allowing for the lacuna it is clear there is some- 
thing wrong here. Plainly there is an enumeration of all the 
calamities that were to befall Ulysses, connected by a series of 
‘ands.’ For ov 6x I would read then 70’ 7. 75¢ though rare in 
Eur. is found Hec, 323 and H. F. 30. One would expect 
Seylla rather than Charybdis, but I see no sign of the latter 
being interpolated. Perhaps we should read in 436 S«vAd’ H 
XapuBais 7’. 

436 There can I think be no question that the true reading 
is @poBpws 7 cpaBarys. That P. should have written dpoBpoc- 
tope,Barns shows that whatever interpolations he may have 
found in his archetype, he had not the wit to bring in any of 
his own, 

447 Here P.’s crparyAara seems a more appropriate word 
than dpyyyéra. dpyyérys is only twice used by Euripides, and in 
neither instance in the sense here required, while orparyAdrys is 
commonly used by him. It is thrice used by Aeschylus and 
always in the sense of ‘ruler,’ once by Sophocles in the same 
sense. But ‘ general’ rather than ‘ruler’ is here required. 

455 I think the reading of Cicero, trav “Atpedav, should be 
adopted. tot orparyyod is just what would suggest itself to 
some critic who remembered that Agamemnon and Menelaus did 
not sail in the same ship, 


H 


98 EUR. TROADES 


* 


456 The unnecessary ay after otxére suggests something 
wrong, and ovxer: gives no good sense with déavos, One must 
suppose Talthybius to be addressed. I would read: ot déavos 
iv, ovKér atpay toriows kapadokay «.7.A. Will you not at once, you 
will not have to wait for a breeze, bear me off, etc. 

462, 463 vAaxes can hardly be right, for no guards appear to 
be present, and it is certainly the female attendants of Hecuba, 
who could not well be called diAaxes, who are addressed. I 
would read the verses thus: “ExaSys yepatas mpoomoAo, deorowav 
ov | ded0pxal’ as «7A. I suppose zpéo7ok\o. was wrongly ex- 
plained by giAaxes. The és"Atdnv of P. in 463 seems to bea 
corruption of éxradyv. 

465 Here P. reads rddw for déuas, perhaps rightly. 

466 seems hardly satisfactory. Perhaps we should read : 
éaré p|, ovror Ta ida pot, kopar, Pita. The meaning would be; 
‘ kindness undesired is no kindness,’ 

479, 480 «daxetva after iveprdrovs has a very harsh effect, and 
eldov is inconsistent with the eléov that follows in 482, where what 
Hecuba only heard of in the case of others is contrasted with 
what she actually saw in the case of Priam, nor is racde here 
with tpiyas very appropriate. I would read the two verses 
thus: dy dopi wecdvtwy mpos tTddbw Tyayjlyy tpixas. 

482-484 The words woAw 6’ ddotcav (484) come in strangely 
and feebly after the death of Priam, which in fact followed the 
capture of the city. I think they are interpolated, and I would 
read the verses thus: «ai tov dvtovpyov, ot KAvova’ dAAwy apa, | 
airy xatargayevt’ ed’ épxelw mupa | opmacw éceidov, ds 3 edpepa 
qrapfevous K.T.A. 

506-510 There is no question of leading Hecuba anywhere, 
for she remains on the stage during the choral ode, as appears 
from what follows it, but of raising her to her feet. I would 
then read addere for dyere in 506, and leave out the words 
oriBada—xpydepv’ (507, 508) as interpolated. I would suggest 
however that in 510 Eur. wrote atyeir@ée pyddv', rather than 
pdéva vouicer’, and that vomiger’ is an explanation of adyeiode. 
One would rather expect eirvyy with vowifere, whereas eirvyetv 
is the proper construction with aiyeiofe. 

591 I do not understand oyerAr’ at for oxérhta which Dindorf 
reads, though I could understand cyérAwa. Perhaps we should 
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, 
_ read oyerAia (dual) so as to apply, as oyérAv would, to Hecuba 
and Andromache. 

597 Ishould prefer to read éyc for éudv with P. and droXciropat 
in 598. 

623 Neither expu~a wérdois nor Kdwexowapyy can be right, 
There is nothing to show érixérrowac can be used in the sense 
of ‘mourning for,’ like the simple xérropa, and as for éxpuya, 
where was Andromache to have found the garments to cover the 
dead body with? I would read: xpiWaca rérAos opp’ exoapynv 
vexpov. op’ is used for face in Or, 1058, ot8 dup’ decker. 
Disappearance of oa and corruption of dup’ to ex led to what we 
read, 

629, 630 are certainly interpolated as Dindorf suggests to 
fill up a lacuna, In 633, however, I would read: ddyet yap 
ovdels TaY Kakov py yoOnudvos, We get thus a satisfactory 
sense, which otherwise is far to seek. For as the verse stands 
where is the subject of dAyel! 


637 I believe there was a lacuna after this verse, and that 
the whole passage 638-673, and not merely 642-651, 656-667, 
as Dindorf holds, is interpolated, 

674 If dp’ ox can be understood so as not to connect oi« with 
é\doow, which destroys the sense, I have no objection to it, 
Otherwise I would read: otix dp’. otx dp’ would be readily 
changed to dp’ otx, for the copyists dislike dpa for dpa. 

689, 690 These verses are singularly ill-expressed and in no 
way give a satisfactory sense. Perhaps we should read in one 
verse: otTw Oé kayo wiypacw waplenat 

693 P. reads ov px. This seems to point to a reading: ov 
vw ddxpva yap owore Ta oa, Which is perhaps preferable, 

700 We should read, I think: kat révde raidds raid’ éuod 
“KOpevevas av, 

737, 788 are certainly spurious. See Dindorf’s note. 

740-743 I hold these verses to be interpolated. The whole 
speech down to 758, except these verses, is addressed to Astyanax, 
In 743 the interpolator betrays himself by using odayelov in the 
sense of odaytov, for that is clearly what he intended. 

755 See note on Medea 1030, 

763 Here @ovos is used in the sense of vewects. 
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769, 770 The words, ei jirresw—odpxas, are, I believe, inter- , 
polated. I would read: dwdyere, hépere, pirrer’. ex Tre yap Oeiv 
«.t.\. The MS. reading is ayere, dAX’ being due to Hermann, 

862 ‘Eddvnv cannot be right, for compare 869, 870, while in 
863, orparevp’ “Ayatixdv, is absurd, I-would read 862, 863, thus : 
Mevédews yap elu’ 6 moAAG poxOyoas eyo. 

_ 877 For ‘Eas I would read xeivys for the reason stated 
above. 

890 For MevéAa’, I would read, MevéAews. 

895 I would read for, MevéAae, MevéAews, ro. The article 
with potuiov if not absolutely required, seems a decided improve- 
ment. 

907, 908 I would read: tyiv dé, Mevedews, rovs evavriouvs 
Adyous | kai ride xara dds x.t.’. This order seems to me better 
than the one we find, and d¢ than «cai. I would place a colon at 
the end of 906, | 

918 caas I have again to state is incapable of elision, and 
clearly the sense of this verse leaves much to be desired. I would 
read: rois coiot taa xari o aittapara. I will reply opposing 
what I have to allege against you to what you bring against me. 
kami, was I suppose corrupted to xai. 

927-931 928, which Dindorf rejects, is not in my opinion the 
only interpolation in this passage, and I hold the word rvpavwié’, 
we find there to be genuine. I do not think "Acidida can be used 
for *Aciay, without yjv or some such addition, and this V. seems 
to have felt for he reads ‘Acias contra metrum. I would read 
the passage thus: “Hpa 8° iréoryer “Aovad’ of tupavvida, | Kumpts de 
Toupov, ei Peas trepdpapot, | kaAAos. It is clear that the repetition 
of iréoyero with Aphrodite is languid and unlike Euripides, 

933 The a of xparetofa is not elided but coalesces with the 
é of ék. 

934 is surely interpolated. 

941-943 The antithesis of Alexander and Paris is absolutely 
meaningless, and it is incongruous to make Helen revile the 
man she is trying to conciliate by calling him, xdkwore. I 
would read then: 6 riod’ dAaorwp, ov donors év gots Aurav, leaving 
out the rest, | 

945, 946 It should be noted that in 946 both P, and V. read, 
ex douwy (P. helping out the metre by inserting y' after ¢dpovoica) 
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not é€x dwuarwy, nothwithstanding the ddpmous that follows. Re- 
jeoting then 945 as interpolated, I would read 946 thus: ri dé: 
700 €pels ydp* 64 dpovotc’ dp’ éomounv x.t.X. Helen thus actually 
does ask herself the question she knows Menelaus will put to 
her. This has led the interpolator to give the thing the absurd 
turn he has done in 945, | 


960 I think Ayidofos is interpolated. There is no mention of 
him in Hecuba’s elaborate reply, which deals seriatim with every 
plea put forward by Helen in her defence. Besides it was not 
Deiphobus but Paris who forcibly carried off Helen. I would 
read then 960 thus: guvevverw xarelyev, dxovrwv Ppvyav. 


961-964 The difficulty in 961 seems to arise from S:xators 
{from éxaré) having been corrupted to dicaiws. As to the clause 
iqv—édovhevo’, (962-964), it gives no satisfactory sense, and is I 
do not doubt interpolated. I would read then: wis oty &@ as 
OvyirKop ay évdixws, woot, | mpds ood duxavois ; ef 6€ TOV Oey Kpareiy. 
«7A. It isas though Helen said : ras dys ds évoikws Ovnokom’ ay ; 
she is alleging what she supposes Menelaus to say. 

975 For ai Hartung reads od. That is not the way I think to 
emend the verse. One might read: at watdiais 37. But the 
whole passage (975-978) has something suspicious about it. I 
am inclined to think that rejecting 973, 974, we should read 
975, 978 thus; ds radiator cal xudH popdias wépt | eGeiv és “ISyv. 
aérepov 4 Aws Odpap | dpeivov’ "Hpa Znvos ds AdBou roow. The 
clause rot—xahAovys (976, 977) is very clumsily expressed, and 
the word xaA\Aovy is only found elsewhere in Eur. in Bacch. 459. 
{an interpolated verse as I believe) and in Jph. A. 1308 (a verse 
belonging to a part of the play that I do not regard as the work 
of Euripides). It does not occur in Aeschylus or Sophocles. 
xaAAovy is 1 think anlonic word. Itis used by Herodotus where 
in ordinary Greek we should find «déAAos, The allied xadAocvvy 
is only found in lyric passages. : 

985 y' is clearly out of place, I would read xar’ otpavor, 
with Heimsoeth, also ovcovy for oix dv. év oipavd was I suppose 
an explanation. 

996 No one can fail to be offended with such an ending as ra 
MevéAew. I would read 996, 997 thus: ovde ra Mevé\ew peAabpa 
cot | Tois coiow ixav’ Hv éyxabuBpilew tpvdais. Here again aver- 
sion to MevéAews as a trisyllable led to what we read. 
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1005 I would read MevéAcww émjvets. 

+ 1021-1022 That there is interpolation here I agree with 
Dindorf, but I cannot accept his way of dealing with it. The 
whole clause, BapSapwv—iv cot (1021, 1022) is to my mind inter- 
polated. I would read : [apédos iBpifeav 7HeXes yap év donors, | Kal 
mporkuveioGat" Kai Toiode cov deuas K.T.A. 

1026 I think there can be little doubt that we should read 
here xpara 7 éoxvOirperyy. 

1029 For Mevéda’ I would read MevéAews, 

1033-1035 The clause xideAot—rd OHAAV 7’ (1034, 1035) is 
certainly interpolated. The Scholiast explains the meaning to be, 
‘ Free your country from reproach, and yourself from effeminacy,’ 
and I do not doubt he is right, but it is impossible Euripides 
should have so expressed himself. I think however the interpo- 
lator must have found “EAAados in the text. I would read then — 
1033-1035 thus : rpoydvwv, Mevédews, dgiws yas @ “EAAados | ticat 
Sdpapt’, €xOpoicw evyevys haveis. Here it is preference for the 
voc. MevéAae, that has led to MevéAae, rpoydvwr, for Tpoyovev, 
Mevé\ ews. 


1051, 1052 Both these verses are interpolated, 1051 being 
from another play, and 1052 an answer concocted to it. Leaving 
them out, Menelaus’ words in 1050 connect naturally and 
properly with what he says in 1055, He asks the question in 
1050 jestingly, and then goes on to assent to what Hecuba has 
said. There is no mention of Euripides or the Zroades in Aris- 
totle where he quotes 1051. 


1058, 1059 I think that 1059 is interpolated, and that we 
should read 1058 thus: als 8 ofv 6 Hod’ SAcOpos és péBov Bade. 


1126-1129 It is certain that NeowroAeuos in iambics is always 
a quadrisyllable, and therefore there is something wrong here. 
There is however more than this wrong with the passage, for 
1126 has affected the following verses. In 1126 the word Neo- 
a7ro\enos is interpolated, and in 1129 the inept, 7 yapw porys éywv. 
I would read the whole passage thus: airos 3’ dvjxrar ovpdopas 
xawds twas | IIyAéws dxovoas, ds ap’ 6 IleXiov yovos | xGoves vw 
éxBéBAnke, Oaocov ovvena x.T.X. 

1133 The MS, reading kai o¢’, for which Nauck reads kip’, is 
clearly wrong. I would read xaéyryoaro, and in 1134, @dyar pe 
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vexpov Tovd’, Os ék Tetxewv Terwv «.t.A. Disappearance of pe led to 
Kagyryoaro being read cai od’ yrycaro, 

1154, 1155 There is something wrong with the construction 
of these verses. I would read: ds gvvropws vav rév énod Kal cov 
mapa | eis &v reodvrww oixad’ dppjow tAdrnv. I think the confusion 
has arisen from £vveAGovrwv, as an explanation of eis év recovTwr, 
having got into the text. 

1171 air’ must be supposed to stand for aira, and be referred 
to yanwv and looféov tupavvidos, as the text stands. But if 
nothing else, éypyow oddev in 1172, shows this cannot be the 
case. ‘There must then be a lacuna, and I suspect the shield of 
Hector is referred to. Perhaps then we should read: airy idwv 
pev (adryv, tiv doida) yvovs ye tH Wuyy, TExvoy, | ovK job’, éxpycw 
8 ovdev ev douors exwv. You saw the shield indeed, but did not 
recognise what it was, as would be the case with an infant. 
Comp. Dem, p. 585, éri ry Wuyy roir’ olde. 

1176 éxyeAad can hardly be right. Perhaps we should read 
exmepg. But I think 1176, 1177, and also 1178, 1179, are inter- 
polated. 

1180-1186 are certainly <o, for Astyanax all through the 
play is represented as an unconscious infant, In fact the text 
of this play is in a very defective state. 

1184 Nauck’s emendations, xoppovs for xcpovs here, and 
wovot, for wrvo, in 1188, seem certain, but Dindorf does not 
admit them into his text, a fault on the right side, were he only 
consistent. 

1196-1199 I strongly suspect of interpolation. 

1206 I should prefer: wydaio1, coddeis nitriyno’ adel more. 
Disappearance of the i of dei before the r of roré may have led 
to eirvy7jcas, and so to what we now read. The MS. reading is 
avrds not avros. 

1209-1212 If 1211 is genuine, plainly some such emenda- 
tion as Seidler’s, Gowwpevor for Gypdmevor is required. But I would 
reject it as spurious, and read ds Ppvyav vowos in 1210. I would 
also read veyoravri co. in 1209, and cov for co in 1212. Lt is 
manifest too that 1209-1215, and 1218-1225, are different 
versions of the same matter, and cannot possibly stand together. 
I hold then that the original reading of 1218 was something like 
this: & réxvov, av (@ év): yapowrt zpoobécbail o éxpiv. Reading 
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thus, we get rid of the intolerable repetition of ypot and ypods. 
Whether either 1209-1215, or 1218-1225, is the work of Euri- 
pides is hard to say, but the latter seems to me to have the best 
claim to be thought so. 


1243-1245 Plainly as Dindorf points out (see his note) 1243 
is defective at the beginning, and P.’s reading is an attempt to 
supply what is wanting. For wepiSaddv however, I think it 
probable we should read zupi Badow. 1244, 1245, of which 1245 
seems suggested by Suppl. 1225, I regard as spurious and 
intended to fill up a lacuna. I would observe that dod seems 
only proper in lyric passages. 

1273 The MS. reading being 7d trav éuov xcaxov, I would 
read ofda for 7dy. 
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236, 2387 coi pev cipnobar xpewv, | yds 8 dxotoa Tovs épwrav- 
ras rade. I would render: It is fitting you should say so, (i.e. 
assent to my asking such questions, as I have proposed to put) 
and that we who ask such things should hear you do so, (¢.¢, hear 
you utter your permission). And accordingly in the next verse 
Ulysses gives the permission asked for. Thus and thus only, as 
I think, can the opposition between coi and jas implied by perv, 
5é, be preserved, and the position of rade appear natural and 
proper. oot I understand as the instr. dat., and, cot pév eipyobat, 
as much the same as, cé pév cipyxévat, eipnxa being used like dyui 
in the sense of, ‘I say, yes,’ ‘I assent.’ 


247-250 The order of the better MS. (249, 250: 247, 248), 
should be restored, for it is pretty certain that it is the ancient 
and original one. ‘The present order might indeed at first sight 
seem more natural. The fact however seems to be that Hecuba 
is gradually leading Ulysses to the promises he made in his honr 
of peril, which now he is not disposed to recognise. In 24), 250, 
Hecuba makes Ulysses acknowledge that he owes his life to her. 
Then she goes on to ask him, in 247, what he promised to do if 
his life was saved. In 248 Ulysses evades the question, and this 
verse therefore properly ends the stichomythia, Hecuba, not being 
able to make him confess to what he said, insists simply on the 
fact that she had spared him, 
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266 The combination of present and aorist in this verse can 
hardly be right, and one would expect the part. of ayw. I would 
real: xeivy yap Gece vw' "IKwov dyaydv, and I should prefer to 
read ov for vwin 265. Insertion of eis before ”IAvoy led I conceive 
to és Tpotay 7’ aye. 

271 I contend with this argument against the plea of justice, 
Compare similar use of dwuAA@por in Jph., A. 309+ adAdors apdArAG 
vatr. ‘Use that argument against some one else.’ 

293 I hardly think the ready correction, A€yys for A€yy, is the 
true one. I would read: kav xaxds 6 Aoyos. Even if the argu- 
ment were a bad one. xaxds Aéyy may have arisen from an 
explanation, xaxas Aéynrat, which got into the text. 


296 Perhaps we should read ris for ov« witb Greg. Cor. De 
Dialecto Attico. XX, 


$25 There is a certain confusion in this verse, for the army is 
supposed to be encamped in the Thracian Chersonese and not in 
the Troad. I should have thought that 75¢ was corrupt, only that 
I remember that the tomb of Achilles was on the opposite side of 
the Hellespont, and that here it certainly seems to be regarded as 
on the same side as the Grecian camp. The confusion then | 
suppose is due to Euripides himself. Otherwise it would be easy 
to read, dy Kai xéxeve, disappearance of xai before the xe of 
xexevde, would account for 75e. 


355 I think this verse is spurious and has arisen from yuvacéé 
as an explanation of ‘Idataiw. wapfevwv péra would mean 
‘along with the maidens,’ wap@évos pera ‘among them,’ 
which is the sense required, but Euripides would never have so 
used pera. There is moreover a kind of anti-climax in the 
aémoBierros that follows décrowa. Compare note on Aesch. 
Persae 613, | 


359, 360 Dindorf remarks not without reason on apy 
dpévas: non apparet cur sic loqui maluerit, quam wpodporvwy 
scribere. But I think the whole passage is considerably inter- 
polated, and that we might probably read for these two verses : 
érat’ tows Tis @podpuwv p’ avycerat. In 362 rpocbeis dvayKyy jars 
with dvayxaoe in 364, and the expression dvdyxy ovrorotds is a 
very strange one. Compare the similar passage Z'roades 491 seq. 
362 is then I think interpolated, and I would read 359-364 
thus: éreir’ tows Tis Gpodpov pw’ avycerat, TV “Extopos Te xaTépwv 
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mwo\AGv xaow,| ds bapa caipew xepxiow 7 édeoravar | Aumpav 
ayouvcay 7mépav avayxeoe. (omitting p’ in 364), 

381 Adopting the reading rotvoy’, which is found in A., Ven. 
468, and Stobaeus, I would read é rois d&ios for tots actos. 

398 Restoring érota I would read éys for drws. orws I 
regard as an explanation of érota, whose intrusion into the text 
has expelled éyu. 

413 I believe to be spurious, and I regard 414 as the first 
verse of the stichomythia, with which, and not what goes before, 
it is connected, 

504 The MS, reading is péra not répa. I think we should 
read: ereupe 8’ ’Ayapeuvw pé o', © yivat, pera. 'Ayopeuvw pe o” 
was I suppose corrupted to "A-yapeuvovos. 

524 The wrédas 8’ éyw which follows éorqo’ seems to show that 
we should read éaryx’, ‘ stood,’ not éorno’, ‘ placed.’ 

527, 528 The repetition yepoiv, yerpi in these verses, and the 
confused construction, clearly show there is something wrong. 
Omitting then 528 and reading aipwv for A\aBdv in 527, I would 
read 529, 530 thus: yoas @avovte watpi mais ’AyiAdAews, | ovyny pf 
dvarye TavTl onpatvew oTpard@. 

539, 540 The repetition of rpevmevois in 540 after rpevpenis 
in 538 suggests interpolation, I would read: Atoai re rpvpvas 
dos vewv, Kam’ “I\iov x.7.A. 

558 érwpis here means simply ‘the top of the shoulder,’ not 
the shoulder-strap of the tunic as Lid, and Scott explain it. 
Neither does it mean that in the citation from Chaeremon (ap. 
Ath. p. 688 b.) but simply the part of the tunic covering the 
shoulder, just as Aayova in the next verse (ap. Ath.,) signifies 
the part of tLe tunic covering the flank. Of course these could 
only be loosed because there were fastenings there. As regards 
iph, T. 1404, that verse is both interpolated and corrupt, but, 
however it should be corrected the meaning is plain, viz. that 
the rowers’ arms were bare to the shoulder. 

559 That this verse is corrupted is clear, 1 would read: 
Aayova Katéppyé’ és wéonv, I hold the corruption to have arisen 
from its being misread: Aayova cdr’ éppnf', when the incompati- 
bility of xara and és led to the alteration. The various readings 
are due to Aayova being placed after €eppyge, and corrected by 
some to Awyovas, and others to Aayovos. 
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580 The sense seems to require €Aeyor, not A€yw, and the MS. 
reading is \¢ywv, while Dindorf teils us that A€yov, which points 
to €\eyor, is found in M. from the second hand, and also in other 
MSS. I would read then dy¢i of ’Acyov, and in 581 xépy Oavoven: 
o” ebrexvwrarny 6 duo K.7.A, 

595 With some hesitation, seeing Hermann reads avépwro 
or év Bporois, I am disposed to regard the MS, dv@paros as the 
true reading. ‘In the case of men,’ ‘Where men are con- 
cerned,’ (Dat. of the attendant circumstances). Compare ¢idois 
Electra 608. A not dissimilar construction is I think to be 
found in Simonides (103. Bergk). There the Cod. Vat. has: ta 
apict pa KaleAyran | “BAAGs aropOGiuevov xpatos éAevlepiav. I 
would read with Planudes amod@imévois xapros, probably a cor- 
rection of his own, but I think a true one. I would however 
read the whule verse thus: “EAAad' drodOipevors Kapros éAevfepiav, 
and taking “EAAaé’ as an adjective, render ‘that through their 
death force might not pull down Grecian freedom.’ Here the 
construction is similar to the Latin ablative absolute, pereun- 
tibus illis, while in the Hecuba one might render, quod ad 
homines attinet, but the idea of the attendant circumstances 
covers both cases in Greek, Perhaps however it would be better 
to read xaféAnor in Simonides, 

600 M.'s reading ye roe for ye pevror seems to point to an 
original reading yé roi 71. 71, in some respect. 

665 Heimsoeth reads rdpos for irep, I think rightly. V. has 
aro. mapos by disappearance of 7 after the p of dduwv, and of & 
after o, became do, of which trep was a correction. 


729 Dindorf’s emendation seems to me inadmissible for the 
present is manifestly required. It seems possible that the same 
rule applies to oid, as to ovdev, ovdeis. If not one might suggest that 
the verse was originally : 7jpeis pev otv oe pipvomev Kod Wavoper. 
pipvouev being replaced by the more usual pévowey which would 
lead to ovde. But CEMENOMEN might become éper through 
being corrupted to COMONOMEN, so that oor disappeared. 
This however is rather far-fetched. 

736, 737 I regard the words dveryv’—‘Exafy as interpolated, 
and in 737 I would read cyerAia for ‘Exafy, of which I conceive 
dicryve to have been an explanation, for cyerAia is seldom thus 
used. Compare, however, Medea 873. 
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749-753 I think Hecuba should only speak two verses, 
753 seems to me certainly interpolated, and I suspect 749, 750. 

756-758 As M.V. do not read these verses 1 hold them to be 
interpolated. Rejecting them there will be no difficulty in 
Hecuba speaking two consecutive verses at 759, 760, 


823 must be understood rather rhetorically than literally, 


847 Hartung’s certain emendation, xai rais dvdyxats tous 
vomous duipicav, might I think have been admitted into the text, 
The corruption plainly arose from failing to see that the subject 
of duipurav was borrowed from the @ryrois of the preceding 
verse. 


859, 860 Here is a signal instance of how correctors, ancient 
and modern, join in corrupting the text of an author. The 
ancient corrector found ei 6€ cor pidy | mais «.7.A. Thinking 
that Polydorus was referred to he changed didy to ¢iAos, and 
also zais to 66’, which he saw was required as the corpse was on 
the stage. Then Elmsley steps in and makes worse nonsense by 
reading €uoi, for how should Polydorus be Agamemnon’s friend ? 
If we read, ei 88 oy Pidy | wats éori, all is clear, and had the text 
been let alone every one would have seen that go. was a cor- 
ruption of oy. My relation to your daughter (7.e. Cassandra), 
says Agamemnon, 1s a private affair of my own, while the army 
regards Polymestor as an ally. 


876-879 878, I regard as an interpolation, both on its own 
account and because a stichomythia is introduced, often by two, 
not seldom by three, but never by four verses. 


901 As Hecuba speaks twelve verses (886-897) so there is a 
presumption Agamemnon would speak six, whilein fact he speaks 
seven. Ithmk then this verse is an interpolation, which has 
arisen from not rightly understanding 900. There is a kind of 
aposiopesis. ‘But now, for the god does not send favourable 
breezes, I can do so.’ éyw is naturally supplied from eiyov 
in 899. 


953 The proper way to deal with this verse is not to strike it 
out but to amend it. I would read: @ giArary pow diAtatov 7’ 
avépos wore x.7.A. Asso often happens the explanation Iptapov 
got into the text, and the correctors set to work, with the usual 
results. 
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968-975 I regard the whole of the speech, and not merely 
the last six verses, as interpolated. In rejecting it however 
Polymestor’s speech will have to be dealt with, Polymestor, as 
965, 966, show, wishes Hecuba to suppose that the moment it 
was in his power to do so he went to see her, whereas he had no 
such intention, This is quite in harmony with his false and 
hypocritical character. dv kd\vwv ddixounv (967) is therefore 
clearly interpolated. I read then, 967, 976 thus: és ratrov 7dy 
ovprirver pibous oéGev | Suwis Aéyovora ris 8 Eyer xpeta o” éwod 3 and 
I reject 977 as interpolated. The ellipsis of é€ye we find in 976 
is unusual, and the displacement of the words, dywis, pvdous, (966, 
967) is accounted for by the interpolation. We are also rid of 
the repetition of addixounv in 964 and 967, 


981-985 One does not see what the friendliness of the Achaean 
army has to do with Polymestor’s dismissing his guards. For if 
they were not friendly he would never have ventured among them 
at all. I would read then in 982: wzpomdurcis d¢€ y aide jL0t, 
(aide, the Trojan women). This gives point, for it was these 
very women who were going to assist Hecuba in taking vengeance 
onhim, In 983, 984, it is hard to believe that Euripides wrote 
ve xpiv, ti yp). Inallthe MSS. but M., where we find ce ypiv, we 
read oe yp7, so that we ypnv is probably a correction, and the case 
therefore is even stronger. I hold then 984, 985 to be interpolated, 
and I would read 983 thus: aep d¢ BovAc ratra onuaivew ce 
xe7 There is a certain presumption that Hecuba speaking three 
verses, Polymestor would do so too. 


996 Dindorf comments on the strange use of rv rAnorov here. 
I hold this verse and 997 to be interpolated. 


1013 # should certainly be restored, ‘Have you the money 
about you, or have you hid it somewhere 1?’ 


1015, 1016, are I think interpolated. 


1153 The absence of the augment in @axour, and the character 
of the verse generally, show it to be interpolated. xepxida too 
for the work of the loom seems an impossible expression. 
Further it seems more natural to suppose that the Trojan 
women stood round Polymestor than that jthey sat beside him. 
Omitting it then, I would connect the yvow in 1154 with 
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aér\ovs, leaving out not only the @ with Dindorf, but the comma 
as well. 

1156 This verse clearly means that the Trojan women took 
Polymestor's spear away from him. déurriyou croAicparos must 
then be translated ‘a twofold equipment,’ ¢¢. a spear pointed at 
both ends. Musgrave renders correctly, duplici gestamine, but 
Lid, and Scott absurdly give ‘ mantle’ for eroAioparos. 

1159 The absence of a ecaesura here, and the reading of the 
best MSS. d.a yepos, for which only two inferior MSS. have yepov, 
and the yepoiy of 1158 are strong evidences of corruption: I 
would read: yévowr’ due(Bovoal ope diadoyais def. The gloss dA 
xepés, intended to explain what was meant by de(Bovea, got 
into the text and expelled dei and ode. C. has in the margin yp. 
kal, dueiBovra xepoiv, from which Dindorf’s reading is derived. 
But it is also possible that before 3.4 yepds was intruded d:adoyats 
dei had been corrupted to d:adoxaior, for some MSS. as Dindorf 
tells us read diadoyaiorv. 

1174 should be rejected, It spoils the whole effect. 
Polymestor did not search the walls like a hunter; he rushed 
about like a furious wild beast, upsetting everything that came 
in his way. Compare 1039, 1040. 

1179 The MS. reading is éor ts, for A.’s ris éorw is clearly a 
correction, I would read then: 7 viv Aéywr Eor', adfis 7) péAAe 
Aeyew. €or’ atfis was corrupted to geri tis. 

1193, 1194 The very fact of the MSS. reading dwédovro 
kovris contra metrum shows that «xotrts at least in 1194 is 
genuine, and that ovr is a mere correction. ddAovro then, as 
is often the case, I hold to be an interpretation of some word 
that it has displaced. I would read both verses thus: dAX’ od 
duvdpevor bua TéAOvs elvar cool | xaxds diuérecov, xotris efjhute rw. 
duerecov seems to be the word required. Compare Arist. Hg. 695. 
As to the MS. reading dvvavra: or dvvawrac in 1193, I do not 
think much is gained by reading évvawr’ dv. 

1195 All the MSS. of any authority having 43’ év, contra 
metrum, I believe the original reading was powwow &5’ exec, 
and that dpoiudow being corrupted to, dpoxstors év, led to the MS, 
reading. 

1214 I would restore écper, rejecting 1215 as interpolated 
(and indeed it seems to be imitated from 823), What had the 
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smoke of the city to do with Polymestor and how could he see 
it? In any case I think xdwvos should be read for xarvy. 


1218 The MS. reading is: elrep Haba rois "Ayawoiow didtos. I 
would read : etzep, as dys, «.7.A. omitting rois. 

1263 éuBjoe would seem to be the original reading, and 
dyuByoe a correction. dvaSaivw does not seem to be construed 
with wpds. I would read: cavris: 66’ torov vaos émtBnoet odd. 
cavris in answer to zpds tov in 1262, 66 was corrupted to és, 
and the & of cavrijs having disappeared before a, és was altered 
to mpos, and cavty to airy. éeuPByjoe I regard as a corruption of 
émPBnoet. 

1270 Gavoiica & 7 fac’ seems to be nonsense, and ior after 
extAjow (reading as in the text) is unsatisfactory, so that 
Musgrave suggests wéruov. I would read: Gavoic’ dp’ olcé’ 
as év@ad’ éxrdnow Biov here, and padtora for Gavotea in 1271, 
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6, 7 Here I would observe that the circumstance alluded to, 
of Tantalus being suspended in the air, is not to be found any- 
where else, and in 928 sez. it is the stone that is swinging and 
suspended in the air, as we find it in all other allusions to the 
story of Tantalus, and not Tantalus himself. It appears to me 
then that the original reading in 7 was dOpet wronfe’s, Once 
a§pei was corrupted to dé a finite verb was required, and as 
a@roetro. With dep. would be contra metrum vordra: had to be read 
in its place. <A perfectly good sense is thus obtained, Fearing 
the rock overhanging his head he anxiously watches it, I should 
observe that Agatharchides (ap. Photium) clearly read this verse 
as we now read it, unless the clause which contains the allusion 
to it is interpolated, as [ am disposed, though it may be very 
mistakenly, to think. But even if he did so read it, it is quite 
possible that in his time it had been corrupted, 


12-14 There is something very awkward about these verses, 
I would read: 6 oréupal’ os é€nvav érexAwoav Geai | Motpa @vécry 
woMemov dvtt ovyyovw | Géo0a «.7.A. Disappearance of ds led to 
fjvac’ and Oecd. Moipat could not be replaced by Moipa, for 
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which épw was therefore: substituted, much to the detriment of 
the sense and the construction of the passage, 

20. MevéAaos ‘EXevnv. Note that the MS. reading is MevéAews 
‘EAévny, contra metrum. I regard then MevéAews as an explana 
tion that has got into the text, and I would read 20, 21 thus: 
yapel 0 6 pev Ox THY Geois oTvyoupernv | ‘“EAXévyy, KAvratpviotpav 3’ 
dp’ ’Ayapéuvew avag. The words éricnpov eis “EAAnvas seem to 
me to bear the stamp of interpolation and to have been intro- 
duced simply to fill up the verse. 

38 For Etpevidas, which Dindorf justly objects to (see his 
note), I would read cepvai yap. I am led to this by 409, 410, 
which I regard as interpolated and borrowed from here. 

50 We cannot I think do without this verse altogether, 
though the impossible phrase, Aevoiuw rerpwpati, is as much 
interpolated here as it is in 442, and 51 is clearly interpolated. 
I would read then 50-52 thus: «i yp7 Oaveiv va viv d€ 3) ‘Amis 
éori Ts. 

64, 65 I regard rapGévov in 64, and, dyayiv “Eppsdvny Srdprys 
do, in 65 as interpolated. I would read: éuqj d¢ MeveAcws pyrpi 
TapéowKev TpEpety. 

68 I would read: jKovra MevéAcwr. 

84 This verse is unsatisfactorily expressed. We should read 
I think: wAjy dro opixpas wvons. The explanation oivexa ex- 
pelled wrAijv aro. 

91 The MSS. vary: M. has dweipyxev, V. dieipyxe, the re-t, 
areipnxa ev, Which has probably arisen from a having been 
written above the line because of the ambiguity of dzeipyx' év. 
I think the text has been corrupted and that we should read: 
wor dreiropnev kaxcis. I suppose direiromev to have been corrupted 
to dreimov and dreirev. This would cause deipyxa to be sub- 
stituted in one case and dzeipyxev in the other. 

99, 100 See Preface pp. xvii, xviii. 

115 I would read: yaAaxra +. Mead, milk, and wine con- 
stituted the threefold offering to the dead, 

223 I would suggest: wdevpoiot wievp’ iwoBarte xadypady 
KOMIV. 

227 It is not easy to see what would have induced a copyist 
to transfer the »’ from after pavias or pavds (in 228) and place 
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it here after drav contra metrum. I would read: as dre pe 
voos | avy’ x.7..., regarding pavias, which is the MS. reading, 
as an explanation, ds for yap, as is usual after an imperative, 

241 I would read: jee ye MevéAcws. ye, though by no means 
indispensable, gives point and force to the answer. 

248 For dAoyov I would read ety. 

249 I see no objection to rov Woyov, which is justified and 
illustrated by Electra 1039. 

255-257 Though in the Iepi “Ywous these three verses read 
together, [ am of opinion that 257 should be removed from here 
and read after 260 in the place of 261, which savours strongly 
of interpolation, ‘xat’ may véry well have dropped out in that 
author, and the very circumstance that he quotes the verses 
together may have led to 257 having been placed after 256, and 
supplied where it originally stood by 261. It is evident Orestes 
should speak only two verses: to expel the verse is inadmissible, 
for it is too manifestly genuine, even independent of the 
authority of the author of the Ilepi"Ywous. It seems to me that 
placed after 260 it comes in quite naturally and with much force 
and effect. 

271 In assigning this verse to Electra the MSS. of course 
intended a question to which 272 is the answer. But it is clear 
that 1t belongs to Orestes. 

286 can I think be properly corrected by reading épy’ és for 
€pyov. 

292, 293 Ido not think these verses are interpolated, but 
they need emendation. I would read: ef jjr’ éxeivos bd’ dvafsde- 
wew aos | ewedd’, eyed te Toad’ éxrAnoew kaxa. I suspect it was 
disappearance of dd’ led to what we read. 

298 icyvawe is a medical word. I should prefer to read 
wapanvGotc for rapupvbod 6’. 

366 I would read: MevéAcws mpoxetrar. mpoxetra is clearly 
the more appropriate word of the two. 

393 I should prefer Aé€ywv, so as to take dedod absolutely. 


405, 406 I suspect these verses. The enquiry seems neither 
natural nor to the purpose here. 
409, 410 I regard these verses as interpolated. The words 
<iraisevra—Acyew in 410 seem to me enough to condemn them, 
I 
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and they appear to be made up from 37, as I have observed im 
my note on that verse. 

415 The Scholiast’s suggestion that @avarov refers to Agamem- 
non, arose simply from his understanding dvaddpa wrongly in the 
sense of ‘ excuse,’ whereas here it bears the meaning of some- 
thing one can fall back on to deliver one from a difficulty. It is 
used much in this sense ia Aesch. 41. 42, and also in Demos- 
thenes 704. 8, which gives as nearly as possible the sense re- 
quired here. tas pév elomparrew Tovs tprypapyovs, éxetvors dé elvat 
TEpt avTaV mpos TOUS ExovTas avadepar, t.¢. that you should get the 
money out of the trierarchs, and that they should have their 
remedy against the holders of the property. Orestes then means 
that he looks to Apollo to help him out of his trouble, while 
Menelaus supposes he means to kill himself. 

418 The MS. reading, which Justin also read, is eioi Geod, and 
ciciy of is a correction of the later MSS. Perhaps the original 
reading was «ioi{ y' of Geoi. Compare Jph. A. 1035, where 7 
seems similarly to have dropped out, leading to cici Geoi. I 
believe, however, this verse and 417 are interpolated. 418 is 
every bit as blasphemous as the verse in the Melanippe, which 
Euripides was compelled to alter, and has I think been imitated 
from it, not to speak of the almost equally scandalous character 
of 417. Moreover 419 seems to answer properly and directly to 
416, and 420 supplies quite as much blasphemy as the audience 
were likely to put up with. Euripides has certainly not scrupled 
to indicate his own opinion of Phoebus’ conduct in commanding 
Orestes to kill his mother in Zlectra 1245, 1246, which have 
probably suggested 417, but he does so there with decency and 
moderation. 

425, 426 I also regard as interpolated. 421-423 is a re- 
petition of what we find in 403, 404 and very little to the 
purpose here. 424 is clearly corrupt. I would read: ov godis, 
dAnbis 8 és didous: ov dys xaxas, the MS. reading being édus 
xaxds. But this verse has absolutely no sense where it stands, 
however you may readit, I think it was a substitute for the 
blasphemous verse 418, and that the composer of it altered in 
417, cai ris dikys, to od 6’ ov codes. On this hypothesis it would 
be an apt and pertinent reply to 417. Being written on the 
margin it was unskilfully inserted after 425, because the other 
interpolator had assigned two successive verses (423, 425) to 
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Menelaus, As regards 425, 426 they seem to me to be an 
imitation of 419, 420. 

431 Neither Tpofa nor Tpovas is satisfactory. I think Tpolas 
is an explanation, and that we should read : Oia€ ye, picos eis eu 
dvadépwv waTpos. . 

439 The M8. reading being : orc xai cadés eireiv éyers I would 
read ri dpG@vres ; ort Te Kav cages ererrety exors. Seeing that you 
must have something further distinct to say. 

441, 442 I regard these verses as interpolated. 441 seems 
made up from 758, and Aeveiuw werpuipari, as 1 have remarked 
where it occurs in 50, is a monstrous expression. 

454 In this verse I would read: os rovvoyu’ for dvoya ydp. as 
is justified by the preceding imp. dyriAd{ov in 453. 

459 I would read: MeveAews, drwAouerGa. Note that the 
anapaest in MevéAae is inadmissible, 

468, 469 The words zoiov—vedos in 468 are I believe 
interpolated, and have led to Aafw in the same verse. I would 
read: @apa: tpocumw, mperBews peirywv Kopas. 

471 I would read : MevéAcwr ; ey yap ra x.7.A. éya appears to 
me to be required while éri is not. Compare Choeph. 87. 

478-480 These words are muttered by Tyndarus to himself 
and not addressed to Menelaus. 

481 I would read: MevéeAews ov rpordbeyya vw «.7.A. For ver 
I should prefer 7d’. Perhaps indeed we should read: Mevédews, 
Too dvdawv av mpordbéeyyet kapa; ov may not be necessary, but 
it seems to me more forcible. 

488 I should prefer: wav rové dvdyxyns SovAov ich’ by rois 
codois. Know that the wise are superior to all compulsion, 

491 I would read: zpos rov 6’ dywy ris Tov copa Fee TEpL; codhias 
I regard as a gloss on rav copay. Thus Iphigeneia (/ph, A. 1214) 
speaks of raz’ éuot coda, which is equivalent to rijv ax’ éuod codiav. 

496, 497 For these verses I would read in one verse: 
Guyatpos eel yap’ av’ ix’ ’Ayopenvwn épijs. 

501 I would read éciav d€, wyrép’ éxBadeiv re dupdrwv, omitting 
502 as interpolated. diéxovr’ and éreiva: are incompatible, and 
something to be opposed to the pew of 500 is required. 

506 I would read: airés xaxiwr éyeverd od’ d6€ xtavuv. The 

12 
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MS. reading is éyévero pntépa xtavwov, showing that pyrépa is an 
explanation. 

526-529 I regard as interpolated, and suggested by Choeph. 
896-898, while in 531 I would read pucoted vw Geoi, and river. 


534-538 ws ovy dy eidjs in 534 does not seem to connect well 
with what follows to the end of 537, and the words roiow—,y6ovds 
(534-537) appear to be made up from 624-626 and interpolated. 
I would read then 534-538 thus: ds ov av cidjs, MevéArcws, 
Gavoic’ éun | Gvyarnp erpagev evdux’, od dpvyoowa. It may be 
observed too that the ferocity, which is out of place here, is 
quite appropriate in 624-626, where Tyndarus, who like all 
old men is impatient of contradiction, has been roused to fury by 
Orestes’ defence. Note too that while here he carefully refrains 
from looking at Orestes or addressing him, his anger makes him 
forget himself in the speech beginning with 607, and he attacks 
him directly. . 

545 The MS. reading is: drov ce weAAw onv te x.7.A. I would 
read éd’ olor péedAAw ov ddvvycew dpéva. Avrjoew an explanation 
of éduvycev. 

546 I am not satisfied with Hermann’s ingenious correction, 
éyad’, for, ey 6’. I am disposed to think that 546, 547, are 
interpolated, and intended to be read after 550. This will 
account for the absolutely unmeaning phrase, as it now stands in 
551, dio yap dvrifes Svoiv. For there will then be two things 
actually opposed to two: impiety and matricide to piety and 
avenging a father’s death. JI think then that the original 
reading of 546 was éya ovv x.7.A., and as regards the expression, 
dvo—dvotv, in 551, I would replace it by dve yap dvriWeis oxoret. 
In 548, 549, too, the repetition, Acyowww, Adyov (the MSS. for, 
Adyov, read, Adyov, and, A€yev) suggests interpolation. I think 
then we should read 548, 549, thus: dweAGérw 67) Yyijpas éxmodayv To 
cov, thus getting rid of éxrAjoow, the sense of which is repeated 
in the next verse by rapBo. 

553 For dpovpa, which I regard as a gloss, I would read, és 
dXoxa. For, rapadaBoic’, I should prefer, tporAaBoto’. 

555, 556 I would read here: éedoyicdpny ov riv -yévous 
dpynyérnv | pGdXov p’ dvetvar THs broordoys Tpodds. dvinws is used 
in the sense of, ‘causing a crop to spring up,’ in Phoenissae 940, 
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The metaphor is thus continued from 553. This clears up the 
construction, which is confused with the reading, dpiva. I 
considered that I owed my existence rather to the author of the 
race, than to her who only performed the office of nurse: for so 
I think we must understand, trorrdons tpodds. The ddo€ that 
received the seed, and nurtured it, primarily sent up the crop, 
but he who placed the seed there was really the cause of it. 


514 Naturally as I reject 536, (see note on 534-538) so I also 
consider this verse to be interpolated. I have moreover to ob- 
serve that éq’ ols daeAcis ws werpwhjvai pe xpy, seems to me 
neither a very graceful nor a yery correct expression. The use 
of werpwOyvar in the sense of ‘being stoned to death,’ appears 
to me to savour of a later age, and the word is nowhere else so 
used by Euripides. Gaveiv rerpovjevos, we find indeed, Or. 946, 
and Jon. 1212, and werpovjmevos (Phoen. 1177) in the sense of 
‘being pelted with stones,’ but there is a wide difference between 
these examples, and the use of werpwfyva here. Rejecting then 
564, I would read 565 thus: “E\Aada & dracav wedAGv" drove de, 
I suppose Tyndarus shows signs of impatience at this audacious 
boast, which leads to dxove d¢. So in Medea 550, Jason seeing 
Medea is about angrily to interrupt him, checks her with dA’ 
ex’ jorvxos. 

588-590 are certainly interpolated as Dindorf points out, 
and so is 593, as is shown by the wi@omevos of 594. 

599 Dindorf says : Notandus ecrasis rarior. Weshould rather 
note I think that the verse is interpolated. 

600 I should prefer the order: dAX’ as pév cipyactra a8’ otk 
ev pi) A€ye, ovx e? being regarded as one word, and equivalent 
to xax@s, Possibly failure to see this led to the somewhat con- 
fused order we now find. 


612, 613 I think the words eis ékxAyrov—éxotcav, are inter- 
polated. Rejecting them we shall get rid of the difficulty in 613, 
which Nauck (see Dindorf’s note) has endeavoured, not in my 
opinion very successfully, to deal with. 613 The MS reading 
is: Oaveiv éor’ agia. Perhaps we should read: paAdov 8’ éxeivy 
y' dgia Oavetv o€bev. Disappearance of y’ would lead to what we 
read, 

617-619 Paley rightly enough regards 618 as interpolated, 
but I think 617 is so too. Lenving out then 617, 618 I would 
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read, @pvAAoio’ for cai rovd’ in 619, Ever dinning into your ears 
the marriage with Aegisthus, which, as she said, (for that is the 
force of the optative) the infernal gods detested. 

620 xai yap éevOud’ jv mixpov. Tyndarus acutely points out 
that it was the connexion with Aegisthus moved Electra rather 
than the murder of her father. ‘The same idea is further worked 
out in the Llectra. 


622 I would read dAAa, MevéAews, coi «.7.A, 


632 For MevéAae roi cov, I would read ri cov, MeveAews, Ti 
seems to me more appropriate than voi. Compare #lectra 561. 
Menelaus does not attempt to go away anywhere, but walks up 
and down with a meditative air. 

640, 641 The Scholiast treats these verses as spurious, but 
we cannot do without Aéyoux’ av dy, and these words at least 
appear to be genuine. There is however certainly interpolation, 
and we might read: A€youn’ dv Won Kal cady KAvew Tdde. 
644-652 I regard 644-651 as an interpolation. It is incon- 
sistent with what follows, from which it appears that Orestes did 
not desire any injustice at the hands of Menelaus, but simply 
asked him by one day’s service to repay the ten years during 
which Agamemnon had risked his life for him before Troy. If 
we reject these verses, sense and construction continue quite 
naturally, without there being anything to suggest that some- 
thing has dropped out. The three successive verses beginning 
with trisyllable feet, 646-648, should also be noted. If there 
were only two they would fall under the third rule observed by 
Euripides, but three is a very different matter. In 652 I would 
observe that drédoro can hardly be genuine. It does not give the 
sense required, nor is there any other example in Euripides of 
the middle of drod/Swpu, or indeed of didwpus itself. 1t would be 
easy to read édwxe, but that would not account for aredoro. I 
suspect then we should read wapéoye of which I regard dédoro 
as amexplanation. It should be noted that drodidoua: is used in 
Dem. p. 689 in a sense approaching that, which is required here. 
ob yap abrois dwediSovro riyv aitay éAevOepiav Kai peyadoyrylav trav 
épywv, They did not make away with their own freedom and 
just pride in order to gratify them. 

663 is manifestly interpolated. What has wapGévov paxpov 
xpovoy to do here, however appropriate it might be in 721 
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674-676 The confused construction of these verses suggests 
something wrong. I would read: & warpds Spame, tov Kara 
xOovds rade | Sogal’ dxovew, xai A€yew dyw A€yo. I would observe 
too that @etos (uncle) does not seem to be a tragic word, and the 
only other verse in which it occurs (Zph. 7’. 940) is in my opinion 
interpolated. 

694, 695 These verses as they stand interrupt the proper 
sequence of thought, which requires 696 to follow 693 immedi- 
ately. Also in 695 the word required is, dvvayeow, not, rovow. 
695 then is I think certainly interpolated, but we might possibly 
read 694 parenthetically between 691 and 692. The better 
course however to my mind is to reject both verses. 

702, 703 I regard with much suspicion. 

704, 705 The reading in the text is derived from a yp. (see 
Dindorf’s note), ie. from an ancient conjecture, as I believe. 
The MS. reading is: éA@ov 6¢ Tuvdapey (V. C, Tuvdapew) ré coe 
(C. coi ré (sic)) reipacouar, Here the readings, Tyvdapew, contra 
sensum, and, coi re, contra metrum, are noticeable. I think we 
should read: €A@dw 6€, oiv ye Tuvddpewm, reipaoopat | reioar Tov 
oy\ov x.t.A. The sense then will be: I will go then and try to 
persuade the multitude, along with Tyndarus however. Menelaus 
thus introduces a condition, which he well knows is likely to 
make his promise of no effect, Tyndarus must first be induced 
to act with him ; Tyndarus, as might be expected, proving unper- 
suadable, Menelaus keeps out of the way altogether, as Orestes 
afterwards tells us (1058). I think then that oijv ye was cor- 
rupted to, cot re, and this being understood to mean coi te 
Twvddpew re, led to cof re being placed after Tuvédpew, and this 
in turn to, Tuvddpedv ré co, and woAw te. In 876, at the 
word zoAw, M. has yp. dyAov. No satisfactory meaning can 
be got out of the words, to Aiav xpyofar Karas. I would read 
then: ro Alav yaddv xkdAws. This being corrupted to, yaddv 
xaos, led to some corrector reading ypyofa. My reading is I 
think confirmed by 706, 707, which however I regard as an 
interpolation. 

729-733 According to the usual practice Pylades should 
introduce the stichomythia with three verses at the most. In 
730, 731, the words, rov—oadas, and, as—airixa, are, I think 
interpolated, and I would read the verses thus: gvAAoyov woAews 
dxovoas éri ct ovyyovey te oyv, and I would also reject 733. 
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737, 738 For eixérws Hermann would read, eixds fv, but I 
think the verses are interpolated. 739 comes in more naturally 
with the first mention of Menelaus, while 758 is I think sug- 
gested by 643, and that for é\éav we should read AaGww. 


747 I prefer V.’s reading wo, which seems more vigorous 
than @éAw. Moreover no one would alter GéAw to roa, but the 
contrary. 

758, 759 Here, though not so absurdly put, is a similar 
interpolation to that which we find at 441, 442, where Menelaus 
gives the same advice in reply to 440, as Pylades does at 759, in 
reply to 756. 

774, 775 It seems to me the words rivos—éAOov are inter- 
polated. Leaving them out then I would punctuate what 
remains thus. OP. elev: és xowov Acyew ypy—IIY. (interrupting. 
him) ds édpacas évdixa, striking out also the mark of interroga- 
tion after éuavrod in 776. But I suspect guavrod and would 
prefer to read 776 thug: OP. warpi tiywwpdy. ITY. dpa dé pry 
AdBuwoi o’ dopevor. 

782 See Dindorf’s note, who gives excellent reasons for re- 
jecting this verse. But it seems to me 785 is just as much 
interpolated, for it is by remaining that Orestes is to escape the 
blame of cowardice. 


785 wdvra trait’ év 6upacw. All this depends on your showing 
yourself. 

789 I would read ye for dé with V. 

848 I think Kirchoff is right in rejecting this verse, and 
noting that the Chr. P. reads dpayoipmevos for ducwv, I would 
read 847 thus: yuyys dywva oda dpapovpevos répu, i.e, rept WuyAs 
odov. The words then, év o— xpewv (848), would be an amplifica- 
tion of this. 


852 With Paley I reject this verse as spurious, 


863-865 These verses seem to imply that the assembly might. 
either pass a sentence of stoning or death by the sword. But 
stoning was the only possible sentence, though the alternative of 
a voluntary death might be offered, which perhaps is intended, 
though not certainly clearly expressed by 864, I suspect then 
that these verses are interpolated, and one would expect Electra 
to speak two or four verses. 
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§90-892 In 891 Valckenaer would read xadAws for xcadoits, but 
there seems to be more the matter with the passage than this. 
matépa (890) is hardly to the purpose. I would read: dydpuv6’- 
ddeAdov pev cov éxrayAovpenos, | GAN’ otk erawav ore xabirtain 
vomous «.7.A., leaving out the rest. This seems to justify per- 
fectly the expression, é:xéuva, which the text as it stands hardly 
does. 


904. See Dindorf’s note, which leads me to regard this verse 
as interpolated. We can do very well without it. 


919, 920 I should prefer to read in one verse: avbrovpyos 
dyopas éAvydxis xpaivey KiKAov, 

922 is I suspect interpolated. 

936-941 936, 937, both ending with xpesv, and the repeti- 
tion of the same idea in, ob pOdvoir’ av ere Ovicxovres (936, 937), 
and, cod dGavor Ovncxwy tis av (941), are certain signs of inter- 
polation. I would read then, 935-940, thus: éxrewa prep’, et 
de 61) xreveiré we, leaving out the rest. It seems likely that 938 
was meant to be inserted after 940. The large number of verses 
justly rejected by Dindorf shows how this pjots has been tam- 
pered with, 


944, 945 Here I should prefer to read in one verse: vixa 3 — 
Os ele GUyyovov oe TE KTAvELW. 

959 There is surely something wrong with this verse, which 
does not harmonize with the, dd@oyyos «fi, of the verse before. 
I would read: ovx és crevaypois Kai ydovs dvadpapel; ovx may 
have been corrupted to «is, leading to as. Perhaps too in 957, 
we should read, ri cuvnpedés, for, as Evvypedés. 

1024 is assuredly spurious. It is one of the many instances 
of interpolation to supply the aposiopesis after duws. 

1026 pera should not be changed to pérov, but the mark of 
interrogation should be placed after guw7a in 1025, and re- 
moved here. 


. 1029, 1030 -zorpov, Gavarov, seem to be tautological. I 
would suggest: & péAcos HS8ys o7s, Kaciyvytov Kapa, | TéThou 7 
awpov K.T.A, 

1031, 1032 I should prefer, zepParoic’ in 1301, and, 
mopOev' és 0’, in 1032. 
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1038 See Dindorf’s note, and observe what ancient correctors 
were capable of, and what famous grammarians could approve. 
But the anapaest in ’Ayawéuvovos makes tiv inadmissible. Per- 
haps we should read: ro’ ’Ayapepuvovos Téexos. 


1046 Plainly for, ris ois adeAdjs, we should read, ris ovy- 
yeveias. ddeAdys arose from an explanation ddeAddryros, which 
was senses and metre, but not Attic. Hence the correction, 


1049-1051 I regard as interpolated. Orestes should only 
speak two verses. 

1056, 1057 I would read: ovx eid’ ivép cod, orovddcas 76 jay 
Gavety | MevéXews dp 6 Kakos, 6 mpodorns Toipov ratpos. TElectra 
gathers from what Orestes has just said that Menelaus had failed 
him, which produces this characteristically savage outburst. 
There should then be no mark of interrogation, I believe, 
gmovony €xwv, in 1056, has arisen from an explanation, orovdyv 
exwr ws pap Gavos, and in fact Nauck would read Gave. The 
éywv that follows with unpleasing effect in 1058, seems to me a 
confirmation of my theory as to orovdny éxywv. 


1063 I would read gddcyavov with Hartung (see Dindorf’s 
note). 

1078-1081 I believe these and all other verses relating to a 
marriage between Pylades and Electra are spurious. This does 
not appear from these verses taken by themselves, but will in 
my opinion result from what follows. 

1087 I would read: py wvetpa 3 aidyp, for, ji) Aaprpos 
ai€yp. 

1090 is I think interpolated. It unduly parts, cvyxaréxravor, 


and cvv@averv. 


1092 The unmetrical character of this verse in the MSS. 
seems to me to show it is interpolated, for they read, ijs A€yos 
érpveca, and the y' which is placed after Aéyos is clearly a cor- 
rection, nor does it seem likely that +’ would drop out between 
A€xos and éryveoa. I would reject it then and read 1091-1093 
thus: det éwéavev p oiv, ti yap épo Kaddv wore x.t.A. Inde- 
pendent of what regards the mention of Electra as the future 
wife of Pylades, which I believe to be contrary to the mind of 
Kuripides, the direct mention of Electra in the words, kai 
77> duod (1091) sins against the ancient rules of propriety, 
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Compare 1095, 1096, where though Elecira is comprised in the 
imas, Pylades takes care to say, oo ides, im the singular. 
verses, while Orestes, leaving out 1078-1081, will speak six, or 
just half as many. 

1106-1109 I believe these verses are interpolated. 1110 
answering to 1105. Moreover odafarres in 1107 is a ridiculous 
answer, for what does if say more than the «rarepe of 11051 
But I also suspect the four verses that follow 1110. 

1122 éxéexpeou: occurs also Phoen. 1344, where Dindorf has 
the mote: Gor éxfoxproa, recentes nonnulli, Gere Saxporau 
M.V.B.C. Ido not then hesitate to read both here and there, 
@s xai daxptcar. Hartung’s ode for ye is not a bad suggestion 
and I should be disposed to adopt it. The use of éxéaxpioa: in 
Soph. Phil. 278 is different from what it is here (should we read 
it), for there it is transitive. 

1135 Sense and construction will be much improved by 
reading here: viw 6 78 ara Aaruidais dace dixqy. 

1137-1139 are I believe interpolated. They do not connect 
well with what goes before. See too note on Aesch. Agam. 595. 

1168, 1169 I think the words, ot miparvos—icy’, are in- 
terpolated. Omitting them I would read in 1169, rovde 3'o2, for, 
&y ot, Compare note on Hel. 390. 

1196 I believe this verse to be interpolated, but I think it 

1197, 1198 Rejecting 1196, I would read these verses thus -: 
MerveAcus, pebes ver, Hy 3¢ wy Ovpot xparay x.r-A. 

1200 I would read with Nauck, jvg for rapp. vy corrupted 

1207-1210 I regard as interpolated in any case, but I am 
strongly of opinion that 1204-1206 is so too, and I would read 
1211-1213 thus: xa\Awra y ciras, cizep citvyjoope. | Foa 3 és 
oixovs “Eppysovn tivos xpovov; It seems much more natural and 
dramatic that Orestes should thus directly reply to Electra, than 
that he should indulge in frigid compliments, and condole with 
Pylades on being in danger of losing such a wife. The order of 
the words too in 1212, 1213, is clumsy and confused. Perhaps I 
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should observe that Pwoxewy wodw in 1209 simply means Phocis. 
On this use of wédcs for country, see Strabo, p. 556, where he 
quotes Sophocles: wéAus 6¢ Mucév Mucia mpoayopos. So too in 
Bacchae 58 wodis Spvyév is used for Phrygia. 

1225, 1226 I would read, cade, with Cobet, for, xaAec in 
1225, and éuot deomevw, in 1226, for, rots deowevorot. Dindorf has 
this note on Cobet’s cada: quod praestat quum racyw sequatur. 
On the same principal ¢uoi seems to me to be required. 

1236 Ido not doubt that the original reading here was, éyw 
d€ 7’ éreBovAevca, ey having dropped out before ez, for M.A.C. 
read, éya 6° éreBovAevca, while érexéAevoa is clearly borrowed 


from £/,1224. I believe however 1236 is interpolated and also 


nWapnv 8 éyw Eihovs in 1235, which too is taken from £/. 1225, 
and I would read in their place, dio 6’ €Avo" oxvov o” éyw, assign- 
ing the words however to Electra instead of Pylades. 1 am 
disposed to reject 1238 also, and [ suspect 1244 ; while 1245 is 
of course spurious as Nauck has pointed out. I do not think 
that Pylades has any place in the dialogue between Orestes and 
Electra (1235-1239) which I would read thus: OP. éxrewa 
pnrep’. HA. ao 8 Avo’ oxvov a eéyw. OP. coi, marep, apyyuv- 
HA. ot’ éy® mpotdwxa oe. OP. daxptous xatagmévdw o'. HA. 
éy® 0 otkrowi ye. In 1239 L should prefer, oicroweKard o' éoreo. 
HA. éya d¢ daxpvors. All the other verbs are in the aorist. 

1301 I would read re@vyxa, MevéAews, but the verse may very 
well be interpolated. 1296 would suffice, and wapwy hardly 
seems appropriate. 

18238-1325 There seems to be much interpolation in the 
words dAAd—Bonv. I would read: ciwé 8, | riv’ ev doporor 
TAdbev KAvw Bony ; 

1337-1342. 13837-1339, is a feeble anticipation of what is 
far more forcibly expressed in what follows. In 1542 éyw 0 
Hyyorouat is suspicious, for the sense would require édewopa. As 
Hermione hurries into the house Electra calls to those within. 


Orestes and Pylades appear in the doorway and drag Hermione. 


into the house as she starts back on seeing them. Electra then 
advances to the entrance from which she addresses 1349-1352 to 
Orestes and Pylades, and then goes in herself. I would read 
then 1340-1342 thus: ofxreipov 7jas, kas dyava dedp’ ih. Also 
in 1351 I would read, MevéA ews 6Goivex’ for, MevéAaos ovver’. 
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1506 The best MSS. read réevyev ék déuwv rodpov gidos. I 
think we should read redevyws éfe6v toipov Eidos. I regard 
éx dopwv as an explanation, which expelled egdv, and caused 
mehevyws to be changed to réedevye. 

1517-1519. 1518 would seem more naturally to precede 
1519, than to follow it. I think it is interpolated, and also, 
aeA\as—davov, in 1519, and consequently, 1520, 1521, as well. 
In 1517, I would read: ri euny Wuynv Katapoo’, amrexe hacyavov 
de av. So read 1517 is well answered by 1522. 

1531-1534 The inconsistencies of this passage point to 
interpolation. Orestes has just prevented the Phrygian raising 
an alarm, for fear it should bring the Argivestothe rescue, He 
is afraid of the Argives, but not of Menelaus alone, If however 
he were to come along with the Argives, Orestes’ device would 
probably fail ; for they would storm the house, without regarding 
Menelaus’ remonstrances. What he hopes then to do is to force 
Menelaus to intercede with the people to pardon him, by 
threatening to slay Hermione if he refuses. Therefore, ei yap 
*Apyeiovs émafer, must be wrong. What proper sense too can be 
got out of such a phrase, as, dvadaGelv éow E{hovs? It must be 
intended to mean, to receive him within reach of his or my sword. 
But that is not 2 meaning dva\afetvy will bear. There is no 
analogy between such a phrase as this, and what we read in 
Plato Zp. vii. 329 D., and indeed this is the only instance of 
ava\aBeiy used in the sense of ‘receive’ by a good author, 
adduced by Lid. and Scott, assuming the #yistle to be genuine, as 
Tam disposed to think itis. Holding then the passage, dvadafeiv 
—)aBwv (1531-1533) to be interpolated, and also, rov—duixwy, in 
1534, I would read 1531-1534 thus: MevédAews 8’ ov rapBos 
iv, xdv pe py oolew OeAn. I am not afraid of Menelaus, should 
he come, and if he does not choose to save me, etc. 

1535 I regard as interpolated though it would be easy to read 
didov te for IvAadyv, which involves an inadmissible dactyl. The 
case of Jph, A. 883 is not parallel, for there the dactyl is con- 
tained in one word, nor could ‘I¢vyéverav be got into a trochaic 
at all without 1t. 

1554-1560 I regard as an interpolation. Menelaus hurrying 
onto the the stage in great agitation, would not waste his time in 
this frigid preamble, but would at once endeavour to make his 
way into the house. dAAd (1562) sufficiently shows he has 
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heard his wife has been killed, from the Phrygian no doubt 
whom Orestes let go. 


1564-1566 are manifestly spurious, 


1568 and 1570 I believe to be interpolated. For what need 
is there for Orestes to point out whom he is addressing, while 
1570 is a perfectly idle and frigid explanation. But I think 
the interpolator wrote MevéAcwy Aéyw rove’ in 1568, for here 
rovo is manifestly required by tragic usage. 

1590, 1592 are shown to be interpolated by the g@iyys of 
1593. 


1598 Heiland and Nauck are certainly right in rejecting 
this verse, which is condemned by its being divided between 
Orestes and Menelaus, while followed by a complete verse spoken 
by Orestes. éora: 7a5’, should however be transferred from it to- 
1599, and oiya vuv, struck out. 


1608, 1609 Nauck has justly observed that the sense in 1608 
requires drapes. But the point is very poor, I rather think 
there is interpolation, and that we should read in one verse thus : 
ME. aA’ ov Ovyarépa pov kreveits. OP. Wevdns epus. Menelaus 
taking up Orestes’ words says in effect: My daughter is not one 
of the xaxat and you shall not slay her. 


1619, 1620 The repetition of rade seems to show that these 
verses are interpolated, and so too, I believe are 1623, 1624. 
Just as Electra is about to set fire to the house, and Menelaus is. 
calling the Argives to the rescue, comes the dignus vindice nodus, 
and Apollo appears. 


1625 For MevéAae ratoa, I would read MevéAews éricryes. 

1629-1652 This passage is so encumbered with interpolations 
that I will give what to my mind appears to be genuine consecu- 
tively. “EAévyy pev, iv ob dtoAgoan mpddupos dv | jmaptes, éf€ouca, 
Kamo hacyavov | Tov cov KeAcvobets ypmac’ éx Aws watpos’ | Zyvos 
yap otcav qv vw adOirov xpewv, | Kaoropi re IloAvdevxy 7’ év 
aifépos mrvyats | EvvOaxos éorat, vavtidots oewrypwos. | ra pev Kal! 
"EAevyy G0’ eye oe 8 ad yxpewv | éAOor7’, Opéora, tiv ’APnvaiwy 
modu, | diknv trorxelvy aiwaros pytpoxrovov | Hiwenor tpurcais, 
eva viKnoal oe Xp7. | 

1630-1632 opyyv—céGev. This passage seems condemned by 
its style, and it involves the appearance of Helen above the stage 
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beside Apollo, contrary as I hold to the mind of Euripides, how- 
ever the play may have been modified after his death. 

1638-1642 xrijoa AaBow (1638) is addressed to Menelaus in 
sense but in construction to Orestes, while érei—Anpuparos 
(1639-1642) is an idle interpolation, of a kind common in such 
speeches as the one before us, and so is 1645-1647. So too 
Geoi—bwoicove’ (1650-1652) has every appearance of an interpo- 
lation. Note that &@a in 1652 really refers to diy in 1649, 
not to Yfdov in 1652. 

1653-1659 Here besides style and matter, which point to 
interpolation, note NeorrdAeuos as a word of five syllables, with 
an inadmissible anapaest. 

1668-1677 This whole passage seems to me interpolated. 
1668, 1669 are made up from £/, 979, and if 1653-1659 is 
an interpolation, so also must be 1671, 1672; 1675-1677, and if 
1630-1632, so also 1673, 1674, which is clearly addressed to the 
supposed Helen above the stage. Note too the sulky, reiHerbar 
xpewv, of 1679, which is quite inconsistent with 1675-1677. 

1680-1681 orévdopai—feoricpacw, seems to me manifestly 
interpolated. But I think the interpolator wrote Mevéde re, 
not MeveAac. In 1680 I would read xaya rovodros, reiBopat re cots 
Aoyous, which I restore here from 1670, where as I believe it 
originally stood, till it was displaced by the interpolator. 
Observe that there is no real reconciliation, but only an apparent 
one in obedience to Apollo. The men neither address, nor look 
at each other. Menelaus who has got the worst of the bargain, 
and is disappointed of the expected possession of Aeges, naturally 
hates Orestes from the bottom of his heart. 
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14 I would suggest that this verse originally was: fw obros 
évoov xpévua Acxtpa Tap €xwv, and that év douacw, arose from an 
explanation of évdor, 

47-50 The repetition A€yy, Aexrpa (47, 49), is displeasing and 
suspicious. I would read 49, 50 thus: rovrw fvvdweuw euabe 8° 
oly Tuyy Twi | alveyp’ ends mais Seuyyds Oidirous pod. T 
connect, Tuxy Twi, With, pod. 
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74 Understanding dA\dooovr’ (75) as dAAdocovre, I would 
read here: éei 3’ ade fiyos. This corrupted to érei de led to the 
intrusion of é7i. 

97 which is repeated in 143, and 98, are certainly 
interpolated. 

144. seems to be a mere repetition of 142, and is I believe 
interpolated. 

173 The form “Apdidpaos is just as inadmissible in iambies 
and trochaics as MevéAaos.. Note that V. reads “Aydudpews, 
contra metrum. I would read then ’Apdudpews pév. (’Audiapews 
quadrisyllable.) The copyists have precisely the same objection 
to "Audidpews (quadrisyllable) as they have to MevéAews (tri- 
syllable). Compare Suppl. 158, where Dindorf has this note: 
ye delevit m. sec. in P. 

193-195 I think there is interpolation here, and that the 
words, dv éypnfes ciovdety (195) have got into the text from an 
explanation. I would read: & réxvov, érBa dapua, kdrediy rdGov | 
és répiw AGEs, wapHevacr pisve cots. 

274, 2175 There is certainly interpolation here. What possible 
connexion can there be between the altars to which Polynices 
might flee for refuge, and the fact that the royal palace had a 
number of women standing in front of it, for that is clearly what 
is meant by, ov« épyual I think the two verses should be read 
in one, thus: dAX' éyyus d6pG Kod« Epnua dwopara. 

289 is I suspect interpolated. 

361-363 I would read: ripBea d€ wy Tus pw ex Kaovyvyrou 
xravy | ddAo0s, Eupyjpy «.7.A. Lid. and Scott’s attempt (s.v. ovrws) 
to defend the MS. reading in 361, seems to me eminently 
unsatisfactory. The MS. reading of 361 seems to have arisen 
from an explanation of rapBe, és poBov adixouevos. The inter- 
polator wished to write ovrw de rap8e, but had to substitute 
rapBovs metri gratia. 

368 I should prefer xpdvw y iddv. ye because, ypdvw idar, 
gives the reason why he came odvdaxpus. y' disappearing 
before t led to yportos. 

873 I should prefer to read this verse thus: dA’, é« yap 
dAyous ddyos ad ’yovedy o’ dpa, rejecting 374, for the words, 
oiot— Kakov, seem to me interpolated, 
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_ 381 diva: not diva: is certainly the true reading. Each 
then has his own part; Jocasta bears unlawfully, Oedipus 
marries, Polynices is born, calamitously. 

391 éxew seems to me the better reading, as also, drov, for, 
aAX' és, in 395. 

898, 399 appear to me to be interpolated. They only repeat 
in another form, what was said in 396, 397. 

409, 410 Verses which have to be read out of their place are 
generally interpolated, or at any rate the dislocation arises from 
interpolation. Rejecting then 409, 410, I would, borrowing how- 
ever from 410, read 408 thus: as 8 7A@es “Apyos, rive tporw 
‘axebes A€xos 5 

417 I should prefer: xar’ érjAGev, as Nauck reads, 

434 The MS. reading is, roxetow, and the Scholiast’s reading, 
éxovew, is evidently a mere guess, and has no business in the 
text. I would read orvyotci p’. orvyovai p’ might easily be cor- 
rupted to roxeiow by disappearance of & after the ¢ of diArarors. 

446-449 I am unable to see that the abrupt exclamations ri 
xp Spav; and, dpyérw oy tis Adyov, convey any satisfactory 
meaning. Nothing can be more confused than the words, ds 
dépdi—rodw (448, 449), and in fact woAw is so clearly wrong 
that C. leaves it out in defiance of the metre. {¢vrwpis too may 
be a very good word in itself, but why should the divisions be 
disposed in pairs? I would read 446-449, thus: parep, raperpt, 
THY xapw Ge oor didovs, | Tarqwv AoxXous éreoyor, ws KAVOYULE ov 
x.t.A. Hteocles says it is only from regard to his mother that 
he consented to interrupt his military dispositions. 

450, 451 Here the word, Spafeias, which does not seem to 
occur elsewhere in tragedy, nor in any author of good repute, is 
suspicious. So too the explanation of the Scholiast of eioedéfw 
(dvri rot cow ef) in 451, is the only possible one, but the 
construction is to say the least a strange one, and the example 
he adduces does not apply, while if we so understand cicedéefw, 
poXeiv is superfluous, I would read the two verses thus: é#’ ols 
éreuras TOV Uroomrovdoy poAcv. Eteocles wishes to know, what 
prospect of reconciliation Jocasta has held out to Polynices to 
induce him to come, and therefore what terms he is to be asked 
to accept. Compare 273, where Polynices says that his mother, 
éreaaev ixoomovoov pokciv, 

K 
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456 I suspect the repetition of eicopés. I would read then: 
Topydvos, ddeAhov dAAa Seip’ Hxovra ody, 

473, 474 The words 8wuzarwy—rovd, are I believe inter- 
polated. It will be found that the sense is in no way affected, 
but rather improved by their removal, and they interrupt the 
flow of the discourse. If we leave them out, and 480 with 
Dindorf, and 525 in Eteocles’ speech as I propose to dao, 
Polynices and Eteocles will speak the same number of verses, 
which, as Dindorf points out, results from omitting 480. 

504 Plutarch’s reading 7Afov has all the appearance of a 
guess, but what we find here cannot be right. I would suggest: 
aifépa 7 av EAPoy’ aotépwv 7 eis dvroAas. What we read may 
have arisen from 7’ disappearing after the v of dorépwv. 

516, 517 The Scholiast correctly explains: éfaipe?, by 
xaropOoi, an explanation confirmed by the passages of Plutarch and 
Julian referred to by Dindorf. See however Preface pp. xviii, xix. 


519, 520 It is plain that éxeivo after pebyoo~at cannot be 
right, also that Sovkedoa, the reading of the recentes plerique, 
as Dindorf tells us, is a mere conjecture, and that the true read- 
ing is dovAevow. I would read then in 519 : éxeivo d’ oy Exoveiws 
pefeis, and dovAeiow in 520. The expl. oy éxav expelled exovoiws, 
and led to pefjoopa, While dovAciow remained. 

523 seems superfluous after 520, and to weaken the fire and 
spirit of this splendid peroration, not to speak of the rvpavvidos 
in 524, after the rvparvida here, I therefore reject it. 


548 As the best MSS. read dwrovetya:, I would read here xai 
TOO Groveipat. TOOE, TO LooV, 

560-562 There is surely interpolation and confusion here. 
I would read, omitting 562, thus: wérepa tvpavveiy cai wodw 
oorat Gédes ; | épets' Aavatddy qv 5€ vixnoy Sopy «.t.A. Reading 
thus, two questions are combined in one, which is what Jocasta 
says she means to do. As the text stands they are separate. 
épeis, you will say yes. The style of 562 is enough to condemn 
it, and what can be more offensive than ode at the end of 561 
followed by rédeat the end of 563? There is too a certain tact 
in Jocasta not suggesting that Polynices might defeat him, which 
would infuriate Eteocles, but the Argives. 


569-570 Example of Rule 3. Compare Suppl. 556, 557. 
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572 M. V. read &) for depds, This suggests that we should 
read: rpds GeGv tporaia ris ov bi) orjoes dvw. The explanation 
dvacrijces getting into the text led to ci 5) being placed after 
it, when oi disappeared and 67) only remained. 

574-577 The state of 574 clearly shows that there is some- 
thing wrong. Regarding then 573 as interpolated, the idea of 
which is the same as that of Or, 1602, I would read 574-577 
thus : }, extAa, ypawers, Oeotor Toduvedxns rade | OnBas EAdv Oye ; 
payor’, & réxvov, | Towvde oot yévorr’ ev "EAAnow xAéos. Thus the 
passage without the intervention of 573 naturally connects with 
572, and we get rid of the strangely confused construction of 
574. It should be noted that xai, not xds,is the MS, reading in 
574, and in 577 the best MSS. have yévoul’ id’ “EAAyjvww. yévorr’ 
év was then corrupted to yevoir’ av, and id’ “EAAjvev was an ex- 
planation of “EAAnew, regarded as the instr. dat. 

596 The M8. reading being BéByxas, I would read: éyyis, od 
apocw BeBnxas, as yépas Acvooew é€uds. You are near enough 
to see the hands of the man who will do so. This seems to me 
confirmed by the eicop&, of 597. | 


607 I would read with Blomfield: warpidos éfeA\auvoperba. 
608 It is all very well to drop out of (the best MSS. have o7 


ye) but we cannot do without it. I would read: ILO. dédvia, , 


Geoi, of ye. ET. pi) rots évéad’ dvaxdAea Geos. As Polynices 
speaks he turns towards those altars of the gods he mentions in 
367, The intrusion of Muxjvats has arisen, as other interpolations 
have arisen, from failure to conceive the situation as presented on 
the stage. 

609 This and Jon 1254 are, I believe the only instances of a 
tribrach in the 7th place, both with the same word, woA€uwos. I 
would read here dvoperijs, and in the Jon éyOpois énovs. The 
rarity of the construction with the genitive may have led here to 
ao\éutos. Compare Soph. Ant. 187. 

612 The MS. reading being od Geyirov, 1 would read: ov ce 
Geputov. 

614, 615 I do not see to what purpose the words: cé @’ aiva, 
parep, come in, and the MS. reading, é£eyu, in 615, points to 
something wrong. I would read: TO. ely, pi rover, warépa 8e 
dds BrAérew. ET. otk ay riyxors. 

619 Here the best MSS. read rodda y’. I think we should 
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read ; ILO. odxert cos ei’, 10. és Ta wodAad y'’ aOAia rédur’ eyo. 
wais I suppose was.an explanation, For és ri woAAG, comp. és TH 
mavra Bacch, 316, 

632 The strange combination of #AKes, and Gea iitnjiaril 
suggests that this verse is spurious, 

636 I would read: é£:6: wodews, €&cht xwpas, being the reading 
of M. V. A. B.C. I observe that at Ant. 187, Dindorf has this 


note: yfoves. moAews a Manu prima superscriptum. 

_ 690, 691 The words riv Mevorxéws, and ddeAhov—euys, are, I 
think, interpolated. I would read: obros od ywpet, kal Kpéovra 

detp’ aye. . | 

697-699 There seems to be much interpolation here, I would 
read: dvag, émp\Gov cov déuas Onpwpevos, leaving out the rest. 
Before Creon can finish what he was about to say Eteocles inter- 

rupts him. 
703-706 As according to the usual practice Creon should 
speak three verses at the most in introducing the stichomythia, it 
seems probable that 705, though a very good verse in itself, is 
interpolated, 

710, 711 Of course as Dindorf points out Creon can only 
speak one verse. I would read: drAos of’ éEXiZew hoot Kadpetwv 
woAw. 712 seems to show that, Kadueiwy roAw, must be retained 
here, 

717 If we do not read “Apyos simply with all the MSS. except 
M, A., I should prefer y “Apyos. 

744, 745 are interpolated, 746 answers properly to 743, 
and there can be no question of two commanders, but in 743 I 
would read: Aoywr dpuvew Tetyewv tpocap Paces. 

748-750 How in the name of common sense is a man to go 
to a place, where he is already? I! would read these verses thus ; 
éorat Ta0* ExTa mpos TiAdOW ws A€yets, | TAEW AoYa-yous roAcuioww 
avTieis. 

751, 752 I believe to be interpolated. 

768-770. 769 is, I believe, interpolated, but no good sense 
can be got out of AaBevra in 770, which one would think should 
be, agovra. I would read then in 770; AaBawv, déovra detpd vw 
reno, Kpéov. Teperiay I suppose got into the text as an expl, 
of yu. 
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778 I should prefer: cot pév rdd ipuiv adda, mpdcrodot, 
Adyw KT. | 

836 The MS. reading is wediov not rédov. I think it is a 
gloss on Aetpov, and I would read: és 70 Aevpov ixvos evribeio’ éwov. 

840 I should prefer ; @dxous év ipois, evOarep pavrevopa. 

851 The MS. readings are Gros and xamos. It seems a 
question whether Hesychius’ gloss, dios, xamaros, is not based on 
a false reading, and a false explanation. Perhaps we should 
read, xdmoxamv’, 6000 xomov ; for xérov seems suggested by xorw in 
852. éxBadwv would have arisen there from an expl. &«Bade. 
For droxariw, comp. Ji. 22, 467. Reading thus it would be 
necessary to read ovAAdéas in 850, and ro vei in 851. 

870, 871 are I suspect interpolated. 

876-879 I think 878 is interpolated, and reading, éx 3 éxvevo’, 
in 876, I would read 879 thus: «is eos jMGev rac olow 
Oidizovs. The strange order, raici roiow, is I think borrowed 
from 1331, where I would read, rotew Oidirov xépois, regarding 
wauiv as an explanation. As regards 878 see Dindorf’s note, 
which to my mind offers strong reasons for treating it as 
spurious. | 

880 Here I should prefer, xeivois for, airois, reading 876-879, 
as I propose. 

884 Itshould surely be, cvyxaracKawet. 

897, 898 I suspect the words, 7 r’yy—éyw, assigned to 
Teiresias are interpolated. I would read the verses thus: KP. 
peivov, ti hevyes; Kat dpaaov cwrypiav. The words assigned to 
Teiresias seem suggested by 914, 

903-905, 911-914 These interruptions of the stichomythia 
are remarkable, but they should certainly contain each the same 
number of verses. We may then confidently reject the quite 
unnecessary and frigid verse 912, 

916 wéduxe can hardly be right. Perhaps we should read: 
dmwep y’ édyoa, and it may be that corruption of y’ é¢yca to 
wépuxa led to wépuxe. 

923, 924 I believe these verses are interpolated. The tone 
of entreaty in 923 seems inconsistent with Creon’s attitude > 
generally, and with the imperious ofya of 925. If 924 were 
genuine I would read aive (see Dindorf’s note), but I think, 
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Suadidakr’ atrer xaxd, is: intended to mean, you ask to be de- 
livered from inevitable evils, 

965-967 are to my mind interpolated, but 967 is corrupt as 
well, I would read: py p’ etAoyeirw tis réxva ereivovt’ end. 

971 dxddAacra can hardly be right. Perhaps we should read, 
uréXeora, unless indeed the verse is interpolated. 

983 The words that follow in 984 TOMTLLOS 6 dainwv, ‘the 
deity will conduct you,’ show I think that we should read here: 
KP. éyvws. ME. ti dy 'rerr’ epvpa por yevnoerar; The MS, 
reading is ri 677’; Supposing me to be at Dodona, what is to be 
my next refuge? 

986 «@ is for ydp. 

988 is I suspect interpolated. 

989 I would read: mpoonyopyoas ctu Kai cow Biov. There 
can be no connexion between Menoeceus taking leave of Jocasta, 
and his departing to save his life, which would be the sense of 
the text as it stands. It was falsely connecting «iy with 
mpoonyopyoas which led to rpooyyopjrwy and cwcwv, which is 
read in the best MSS. The correction gdcw of the inferior 
MSS. does not get rid of the difficulty. 

999 Certainly we should read: «i pév Oeodarwv ovAevbepor (ot 
é\etGepor). Corruption of this to édei@epor led to ei being changed 
to oi. 

1000, and 1002, both seem to me to be interpolated. 

1008 A full stop should be placed at the end of this verse. 
pain 1006 is equivalent to ot wa, which has led to V. reading, 
ov pa. 

1009 is certainly interpolated. The interpolator has either 
taken into his head that the dragon’s den, and the battlements 
of Thebes are identical, or he has mixed up two forms of the 
legend. Rejecting it then I would read 1010, 1011 thus: ely’ 
ovv SpdKovtos onkov és peAap Baby, | oddgas 7 euavrov pdvris ov 
*Eqyjoaro K.T.A. 

1012 It seems to me Menoeceus should leave the stage at 
this verse, and that what follows (1013-1018) is interpolated, 
though borrowed, as I suppose, from some lost play of Euripides. 
vécov (1014) seems hardly applicable to the case before us. 
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1071 I think this verse is interpolated. The interpolator 
probably supposed Jocasta to be bewailing Menoeceus and there- 
fore inserted it. If it is left out and we omit 1075, as Dindorf 
very properly does (see his note), the messenger and Jocasta 
will each speak four verses. I note that the Oxyrhyneus 
papyrus recognises this verse, though € only is legible. 

1083, 1084 These verses should, I think be read in one 
thus: apds Gedy A€y’ et ti y’ oloOa TloAuvedxovs wépt. In 1084 A. 
reads péAov for wéAec and V. C. rovd’ for rad’. 

1086 I should prefer: wis 5¢ rodcuiwy dopv. 

1087, 1088 I would reject as interpolated. 

1090, 1091 Here referring to my note on 1009, I would 
read: éret Kpéovros mais peddvderov Eidos x.7.A. 

1101 I should prefer: fuvp’ és for Evvp er. 

1110, 1111 The words, cgay.’ eywv év dppacw, are clearly: 
interpolated. Who ever went out to battle with a sheep in his 
chariot? It was very proper Amphiaraus should bring victims 
with him in 173 (though we are not told they were in his 
chariot) for he was about to sacrifice them before the battle, but 
here this already had been done. I would read then (1109, 
1111) omitting 1110: é& dé Iporiow | Tikacw WV Oo pavTis, ov 
onpet €xwv «.t.A. Compare 1134, and note that zpooyye occurs 
twice, 1104, 1124. The inadmissible form ‘Apdiapaos is due 
then to interpolation. 

1135, 1136 In 1135, éxwAnpév should be restored, and, 
topas, read for, ypady, leaving out 1136, For éyidvars I would 
read kapyvots. 

1137, 1138 I believe to be interpolated. The hydra might 
be represented on the shield, but not what is described in these 
verses. The interpolator too betrays himself by the inept 
Spdxovres, for the heads of the hydra can not properly be 
expressed in that fashion. 

1144 I would certainly read, y@ cos, as M. practically does. 

1158 I would read: ’rdAgewv fets dro. yeioov can in no way 
be equivalent to @pryxds, and even if it could, the singular would 
be required. 1180 shows what yeica are. They are the turrets 
that rose above the level of the walls and projected beyond them, 
and where the ladders would necessarily be planted, because if 
placed anywhere else the assailants would be taken in flank, and 


136 EUR. PHOEN. 


even if they reached the top of the wall, they would be over- 
whelmed with missiles from the turrets. Anybody however who 
wishes to have a general notion of the idea which underlies the 
many meanings of the word yeirov will do will to consult 
Hesychius. -yetrov may in fact be defined as that which rises 
above or projects beyond the general line of a wall or building. 
I will take this opportunity of emending the quotation from the 
Etymologicum Magnum (Arist. /r. 603) where we read: yeiowors, 
To THs yns «kOeua, We should read: 70 ris oreyys exeua, the 
projection of the roof, or the eaves. So Hesychius: yelowous, rd 
TiS oTeyns Efoyov, Showing the sense to be attributod to éxfeua. 


1183-1185 These verses are certainly spurious. I would note 
that the only authority for o@evdovaw ih the sense here required, 
is given by Lid. and Scott from that storehouse of bad Greek the 
LXX. Omitting them I would read in 1186: és yj éAuyGeis 


Emmrupos TiTTe. VEKpos. 
1200 The sense seems to require ryv 8 dpeivov’ ei Geoi «.7.A. 


1206, 1207 I suspect the words, rj woAcc—Avzpis, of 
interpolation, 

1214, 1215 are I suspect interpolated, and I would read in 

1216: ot Kav wrepwrds Expiyys mpos aideoa. So read 1216 answers 

much better to 1213, than it does now to 1215. Note that M.V. 

read ye not pe. 


1231, 1232 are I think interpolated. Eteocles would only 
contemplate death or victory. They may have been suggested by 
S.C.7. 636-638, But there Polynices is represented as if living 
only contemplating himself as victorious, 


1229 For airds, I should prefer, oJ to. As we read we must 
render with Musgrave, nec vobis periculum remittens. But this 
is hardly satisfactory. 

1241 See Dindorf’s note. On referring to the scholion 
however it appears to me that the o in orpatyAdras should be 
struck out, and that what he means is, that the common reading 
was orparyAdra (dual), but that some read, orparyAdra. But I 
believe 1241-1243 are spurious, 1241 is condemned by its style, 
and for 1242, 1243, compare 1359-1361, from which they seem to 
be taken. Rejecting them then I would read in 1244, 75» of’ 


éKOo Our, 
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1249-1254 The great variety of readings in 1249 points to 
something wrong, and the style of the exhortations addressed to 
Eteocles and Polynices by their friends, makes me doubt their 
genuiness, Rejecting then 1250-1253 altogether, 1 would read 
1249, 1254, thus: aira ‘Opaovvov wapaxadoivtes és payny. 


1255-1258 I hardly think these verses can be genuine from 
their character, nor does it seem to me that this is a case, where 
the auspices would be taken. 


1267-1269 These verses are plainly spurious, for Antigone 
is supposed not to know why her mother calls her, which is only 
explained to her in 1272. 

1271-1273 Nauck reads thus: diAois airets. 10. ow kacryvyre, 
rexvov, | AN. was elas; 10. aixyis és wadyv xabécrarov, Ap- 
proving as I do of this arrangement of the passage (only that I 
can see no reason for changing, aixpiyv és piav, to, alypys és 
awadnv) I think he ought to have gone further, and seen that as 
Antigone opens the dialogue with a verse and a half, so Jocasta 
should close it in a like fashion. I read then 1278-1282 thus: 
AN. ri dpica, pijrep ; 10. rpoomirvove’ éuod péra. | rey’, erecye, 
Giyarep, ov peAAnréov, omitting the rest. As she utters these 
words Jocasta hurries her daughter away with her. 

1311-1314 The words, ijv—iévor (or igvar) (1311, 1312) are 
condemned by their style (i€va: would be contra metrum as well). 
I would read then 1311-1314 thus: orévw Saxpioas, jjs dAwd’ 
irepbavav | wats 00’ é€vos ebyevas pev dviapas 8 ewot. ode as the 
body is on the stage. See 1316. 

1322 The reading of the best MSS., Kpéov é&w dour, seem to 
point to an original reading : BéPyx’ adeAd} a7), Kpéov, dopwv arep: 
A similar substitution of é£w for drep is to be found in Jph, A. 
1567, where we read, xoAcov éowhev, the sense clearly requiring 
éfwhev. The original reading then was drepfev, which was re- 
placed by éfw6ev, and then corrected to éowHe metri gratia, 


1331 See note on 879. 


1344 Here I would read: as Kai daxpioat of’. See note on 
Or, 1122. 


1876 I doubt this verse being rightly rejected. The saine 
verse is very properly left out at 755, where xraveiy is a mere 
repetition of éAetv. But that is not the case here, 
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1397 If Polynices had been run through the breast, he could 
not have had much fight left in him. Moreover the genitive 
and not the accusative is the proper construction with diiévat in 
this sense. I think we should read : rovd’ éwi orépvors Bia | ébyxe 
Aoyyyv «.7.A. TLoAuveikovs I regard as an explanation of roide 
leading to orépva and that to dcqjxe, for it was clear éfaxe could 
not be construed with the accusative. I am not sure however 
whether we ought not to read kav rad’ ddeAdod, for, kav tede 
poxOw, in 1396. That the spear should be thrust against the 
breast-bone would naturally cause it to break, while it would 
not inflict a deadly wound, 


1429 I can find no example of zpoomitvw in the sense of 
‘arrive,’ in Euripides, and I do not think rpoorimrw occurs in 
that sense except in later authors. Perhaps we should read : 
tékaw éreorirve. This might without much difficulty be 
corrupted to érimirve, and corrected to zpoomirver. There is also 
something displeasing in zpoo7irvw shortly occurring again in a 
different sense in 1432, 


1434, 1435 For paorév Nauck would read paryy, but the 
words, é6pyvet—orévove’, are manifestly interpolated. 


1442 I would read, és, for, 6, leaving out 8’ before iddv. 
1446 This inept verse is certainly interpolated. 


1454 This verse is clearly spurious, for Eteocles was already 
dead, as appears from 1445. He beckoned to his mother as he 
breathed his last, at 1441, 


1456 Clearly there is something wrong with vexpav, which 
has suggested the correction vexpov in some MSS. Lalso strongly 
suspect, ireprabyoac’, which does not seem to be a tragic word at 
all, but savours of a later age. I think we should read éfapracao’ 
ex Garépou vexpav Eidos. By Garepov vexpov Eteocles is meant, in 
whose side Polynices’ sword was sticking. Compare 1421. Of 
course reading thus, I read, ézpage, for, xampage, in 1497. 


1463, 1464 The confusion caused by the, of pév, of dé, of 
these verses leads me to regard them as spurious. I cannot 
think that Euripides would make, oi d¢€, mean the generals on the 
Theban side in one verse, and the Argives in the next (1465). 
On the other hand if we reject them, the, of d¢, in 1462 are the 
same persons, as they should be, as the, of dé, in 1465. 
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1586-1588 There is I think interpolation here. I would 
read: dxove’ zais wos ys apyas bux’ epoi, | Aimovi re Adcrpor 
*Avrtyovyns xopys cefer. There could be no question which son 
had bequeathed the kingdom to Creon, and the emphati-, guo/, 
seems required, by the antithesis of what Eteocles had given to 
in most awkwardly. 

1597-1599 This passage is full of interpolation. I would 
read: xai Aaiw yap, pw podew és das, tarpos | dovea p’ éverbar 
Aogias &écruwe. The interpolated verse 1596 (rejected by 
Dindorf) no doubt led to, ty, in 1597, which is plainly in- 
consistent with the p’ before é#éomere in 1598. peyrpds éx yorys, in 
1597, is a singularly ungraceful expression, and ayovoy (1598) is 
only found in this sense in /7. 3, 40, nor is the case there exactly - 
parallel, and it is tautological besides. In 1599 the fut. not the 
aor. inf. is clearly required. 

1601 The variant, dvodaipova, for, reduxévar, leads me to 
believe that we should read here: xretva pe vopicas éybpov-® 
Todas éyw, borrowing & ra\as éyw from 1599. 

1629, 1630. 1629, Lregard as interpolated with the exception 
of the single word #\e, and I would read 1630 thus: #Aée, 
Bader’ aGradov tHacd' Spwv é€w xGoves. In Beck’s index I find the 
reading: éxSadAer’ aragov. 

1639, 1640 The words, &—xaxois, seem to me interpolated. 
It should be noted that the MS. reading is a6Aious, not, afAror. 
I would read the verses thus: & warep, éyo oe Tavde cai orerw 
wAéov (raved, tov refvyxérwv). Reading thus and as I propose in 
1629, 1630, Antigone will speak five verses to Creon's ten. 

1653, 1654 I regard as interpolated. Nothing can be more 
awkwardly expressed than 1654, while 1655 perfectly answers 1652. 

1662, 1663 See note on 8.(.7. 1047. 

1667 The reading of V., Aovrpa vexpo, suggests an original 
reading, Aovrpa rwée. 

1676 I should prefer to read for, cdes 1d, SecHe (imp.) omit- 
ting ro. (iderHe addressed to the same persons as, AdfvoGe, in 
1660.) But I suspect 1675 to 1678 are interpolated, for 1679 
well answers 1674. 

1698, 1699 I believe to be interpolated, as the style of 1699 
suggests. 1700 answers admirably to 1697. 
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1758-1763 I judge this whole passage, and not merely 
1758, 1759, to be interpolated. These trochaics, so far as I can 
see, have no business here. They appear to be suggested by 
O.R. 1523-1530, 
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1, 2 The words of re—@eas, in 2, are manifestly interpolated. 
I would read in one verse: dds, éoriodye tHode Anuytep xOoves. 
dos is clearly required. The explanation of rijode, ‘EAevcivos, 
(for that is the MS. reading), has, as is not unusual, intruded 
itself into the text, causing interpolation and confusion. 


17 Here the gloss, @aya:, has taken the place of «pvo1, which 
has been well restored by Dindorf.- It is a pity that other cor- 
rections he inserts in the text are very far from being of this 
character. 


87 Hartung would read yoous for your. The fact seems to be 
that the words xai—@pijvovs, are interpolated. I would read 
then 87, 88 thus: rivas yoous ravd’ é€ avaxropov KAvw ; 

94 Here P.’s copy of his and C.’s archetype read jvOuov y’ &a, 
from not recognising that a short vowel can be lengthened 
before fp. 


106, 107 are I suspect spurious. The position of 7 in 106 is 
suspicious, and the question has a touch of absurdity, for Adrastus 
is credited with a family of extraordinary dimensions. As regards 
7, in Hee. 1013, it is an emendation, and as I have endeavoured 
to show, a mistaken one. Omitting then 106, 107 I would read 
7AGev in 108, and rotde in 109. 


111 yéov. I do not doubt yoy stood in P, C.’s archetype, and 
in P.’s copy was ineptly corrected to Adyor. 


112 I believe to be interpolated. It is to be expected that 
Theseus and Adrastus should speak the same number of verses. 


144 For ToAvveixys 6’ dua, I would read 7G OnBayeve. 


158 I do not think the emendation, ro d¢, for ri dé, helps 
matters. J would read, ri wAciov’; Adrastus not liking the 
subject, and unwilling to confess directly that he has disobeyed 
the gods, answers, ‘ What need to say more? I came in any case 
against the advice of Amphiaraus.’ Thus ye has its proper 
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force, which it hardly retains if we read ro éé. I believe rAciov’ 
was misread, zAciov, and corrected to w\éov, leading to insertion 
of é¢ metri gratia. 

171 I would read in the main following P.’s reading (see 
Dindorf’s note) évéade & ErAnoav eopor E€vov dda, «.7.X. 

176-192 This long interpolation was no doubt intended to 
supply a lacuna. It seems not improbable that the number of 
verses required was visible, but that they were illegible. 

195 Perhaps we should read: dAAos ot SyOev Fo? dpirtdAnOets 
Aéyw «7.4. ‘You have as you say urged such an argument on 
others’ (compare /ph. A. 309). Theseus is replying to an argu- 
ment of Adrastus to induce him to help him, which has dis- 
appeared from the text. It was probably to the effect, that as 
misfortune was the common lot of all men, it was a duty to help 
the unfortunate. Theseus replies that the unlucky have for the 
most part themselves to thank for their troubles. rowode no 
doubt properly applies to what follows, but it may also refer to 
what goes before, dj6ev jo6’, might have been corrupted to 
67) ovina’. 

204 I would read: ravry (cvvérer) Adyov Sovs wate yryvarKew 
dra, restoring the MS. reading aore ywdoxev, ‘Giving to this 
articulate speech as a messenger, so that we can understand what 
is uttered.’ yAdocav I regard as a variant of Adyov, which ex- 
pelled ravry, and caused Adyov, to be changed to Acyor. I 
would observe that yeywvely in Hip. 585 cannot be right. I would 
suggest: cadis 8’ ox éywy éxéyvwv ora. ‘I cannot clearly detect 
what is uttered.’ 

212 There is here nothing to correct. Three forms of divin- 
ation are mentioned. Inspection of the sacrificial fire, and of the 
entrails of victims, and observation of the flight of birds, The 
first of these is alluded to Phoen. 1255-1258, and the other two 
are contained in the verse of Solon: otre tis olwvds picerar ov’ 
iepa. 

217 There can I think be no question that P.’s yepoiv, and not 
dpeciv, is the true reading. Lid. and Scott render dpdvycts, in 
216, pride, to some extent rightly. I would render 216-218 thus: 
‘Our pride of wisdom seeks to be mightier than the gods, while 
exulting in our strength we think ourselves wiser than the 
deities.’ Our pride in our wisdom gives us confidence in our 
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strength, and our confidence in our strength convinces us of our 
superior wisdom, 

220 Here I would read @erdhdrowr dy fvyav. 87 seems evi- 
dently required, for Theseus clearly holds that Adrastus was 
mistaken in his interpretation of the oracle, I regard then, 
PoiGov, as an explanation, As for {vyév, the word has for it the 
authority of Agatho (ap. Ath. 454 D.) in the passive, in the 
sense of ‘ yoked together.’ I will take this opportunity of cor- 
recting the quotation. Inv. 5 we read: éd’ évds re xavovos Hoay 
éfvywpnévo. Svo. It would be easy to correct there by striking 
out j7oov, but the repetition of éfvywuévo. is suspicious, and I 
regard such an anapaest as éqd’ évos, as inadmissible. I would 
read ; xavovos @ évos emt fvyov orws Hoav ovo. Again in y. 6 the 
76 tpirov of the MSS. should be restored and xai struck out, so 
that we should read : orep de ro tpirov jv TeXevTatov mad, Perhaps 
however for, reAevraiov, we should read 76 Aoic@tov. 

221 ¢wvrwv is nonsense. I would read éwvrwy with synizesis 
of ew. 

222 For dodepd copa, I would read Oodepois afya. ala is far 
more appropriate than giyua with Aaprpov, and OoAepov, and the 
plural Godepois is justified by the two sons-in-law of different 
families, 

230, 231 C.’s reading Géodar’ cir’ is clearly a correction, 
P. reading Geodatwy re. I think there is interpolation, and I 
would read the two verses thus: pdvrewy Bia al Gerddrwv kal 
dmwAeras. 

234-245 I hold to be interpolated from a lost play of Euri- 
pides, 238-245 is quoted by Stobaeus, but the edition of Trin- 
cavelli has only, Evpiridov, without the addition, "Iceriduy. In 
244, where the reading here, 1 ’v wéeow, is decidedly superior to 
i) eon, In Stobaeus, this may be due to corruption of his text. 
On the other hand the reading of Stobaeus in 245, dog) woAe, is 
decidedly superior, and, ragy wots, probably due to the interpo- 
lator. In 244 I should prefer to read y@ova. Comp. Or. 920. 
The copyist’s eye may easily have been caught by awoAus in 245, 
In 244 Stobaeus reads woAw not odes. 

248, 249 I think we should read: yaipwy i@’, ot yap, «i 
BeBotAevoat xaxds | airés, wieLew orjv Tvynv jas déov. Corruption 
of, od yap ei, to, ei yap ov, led as I suppose to the MS reading, 
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where I do not doubt, (# wy, is a corruption of, (6 « uy. 
Possibly the ov of the second hand in P. is due to the, «i yap oi, 
I have supposed. See Dindorf’s note. «jv, I conceive to have 
dropped out after wéfev, and to have been replaced by ryv. 

252 I hold to be spurious with Hermann and Dobree. 

258 ay’ should be restored. It is quite correct to use it with 
a plural following. 

260-262 Here there is certainly interpolation. I would 
read: paprupe tiWeyevar Div te Geaw te mupddpov, | ws otdev Hiv 
tavo éernpxerav Acrai. Comp. Phoen. 684-687, where Demeter is 
called, ravrav Ta tpodos. 

307 I would read: viv oty éradiy rotrd cou tiypiy dépe. The 
whole mischief I judge to have arisen from disappearance of, obr, 
after, viv. 

328 Clearly this verse does not well connect with what 
follows. I think we should read: ds ot te trapBG cod ‘vdikws 
éppwpevov K.7.A. 

346 Note here that the MS, dpdcwv is due to a false con- 
nexion with ef, and compare note on Phoen. 989. So too 
weiowv in 347, 

386 I suspect is interpolated, as also, 391, 392. Note that 
ooe is incorrectly used in 392. 

395-397 Placing, éa, extra metrum, I would leave ont the 
rest of 395, ot—or, in 396, and, érioyes—zovov, in 397, reading 
the passage, thus: xypvé 66’, ws €ouxe Kaduetwv mapa «.7.A., and 
restoring iravrd in 398. 

401, 402 I think here too there is interpolation, and that we 
should read these verses in one thus: ’EreoxAé€ovs Gavovros ovy- 
yevov yept. Thus the herald will speak three verses to Theseus’ 
six. 402 is not a verse one would lightly attribute to Euripides. 

417-422 This passage is certainly full of interpolations. 
dwpGevwy is more than suspicious, this being the only passage 
where it is found, nor do I think that the kindred dopa, only 
found in Euripides in fel. 1159, is the true reading there. 
Suopbica ep, is a strange phrase. One would expect, Ave, or, 
dudvev. I should be disposed to read: dv e& Oécbar (i.e. 
SuaférGat). The unnecessary repetition of av (417, 418) is also 
suspicious, and so is, dvvarr’ ay, in 418, followed by, ov av dtvacro, 


* 


144 EUR. SUPPL, 


in 422, The words too, 6 yap—-di/buc, (419, 420) are absolutely 
in the air, and have no connexion with what precedes or follows. 
One might attempt to restore the passage thus: dAAws te, was 
dv yarovos, révns dvip | duabijs 0 imdpywr, mpds Ta Koiv’ arof3dérot ; 
Note that the MS. reading in 421 is, ei xat wévoiro képabys. For 
wévoiro it seems probable zovorro should be read, 

423-425 strikes me as being an interpolation intended to 
fill up a lacuna, 

442-444 It is to be observed that in 442 the M8, reading is, 
abfévrys, so that the word is used in a sense peculiar to late 
writers, nor can tres, I think, bear the sense we must here 
assign to it. I would read then: xat pi veaviaws dijuos Hderan | 
darois, Tupavvos 6 éyOpav iyyetrar TOde. 

449 For, veovs, I would read, véas, making, réApas véas, 
depend on both verbs, and understanding, ‘the young and 
daring.’ | 

454 I would read, dé yerviract, for 3’ érousdfovar. yerv might, 
without much difficulty be corrupted to toyz, and so lead to 
érousagovet. 

456 The MS. reading is raé’ not ra o’, and, as I am always 
saying, oa cannot be elided. I would read; zpos o’ éyw 
'Syxovrwa.. o' would disappear and rad’ replace éyu. 

466 I would read: coi y' dv doxot ratr,’ ddd’ euot ravavria. 
The MS. reading is, éuoi 6¢ ravavtia, contra metrum, 

467 Adrastus must be in some way unseen by the herald, 
when he gives these orders, 

469 Vor, érrw év yp, I would read, év6a8’ éori, and in 471, 
ys, for, riod’, with Hartung, rejecting 470 as interpolated. 

479 Here it should be noted how the explanation, ydp éort, 
has expelled, Sporots, which we owe to Stobaeus. On the other 
hand in 481, wéAews, not, Ae, is certainly the true reading, and Acw 
has arisen from the disappearance of 7 after v. In 490 the true 
reading has been preserved by Stobaeus. It is curious that in 
486, yap, (which Stobaeus reads for ye) goes with the, «ai row, 
of P.C., and not with his own, xairo. In 479 I should prefer, 
mwoAw woAe, for, roAAas roAets. 

482 For, é6’ airod, I should prefer, éavroi. 

495 Here I would read: rdw re xoopeis UBpis ols drwoleoey. It 
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was I think corruption of xocpets to kopes, that led to what we 
read, The MS. order is, os Bpis, which Barnes reverses. 


496 I would read, restoring the MS. reading, édpGocrarwr, 
d€uas Kararirve: kAiakwv dpborrarwy, and &s with the MSS. in 
497, 

508 For, xarafo., perhaps we should read xaxooat, 

509 I regard as interpolated. 

512 In any case I would read, ot o’ éypiyv, for, otk éypyv. It 
is clear that rodvd’ (Aldus’ reading) is a mere correction of P.'’s 
Trovrwr, while C reads roatrny, itself, as I suppose, a correction 
of the roa’rwy of the archetype. Perhaps we should read: d\A’ 
ov Toad’ oby UBpirat ao yas éypyy. 

521 Itseems to me érerafouerOa is quite right, and the very 
word required, vouiy ro éxiragcopevov, is always regarded as 
something intolerable. 

530 It is difficult to get any satisfactory sense out of this 
verse, and I think it is interpolated. 


531-536 There is some doubt whether these verses are not 
interpolated, for Stobaeus quotes them as Moschion's, and they 
could be left out without being missed. Wherever they may 
come from, they are excellent in themselves. 


532 The emendation gas for capa is neither probable nor 
satisfactory. I think for ciya, which cannot possibly be right, 
we might read, xpaza, and that cama is an inept explanation. 
Plutarch occasionally uses it for that union of soul and body, 
which he more frequently expresses by pifis. I think then it 
is an old philosophic word, and it is found in Timaeus Locrus in 
a sense not very different. Of course the Timaeus Locrus is not 
genuine, as its language sufficiently shows, for it is written in 
what may be called grammarian’s Doric; still it probably con- 
tains ancient philosophical expressions. 

535 For, Biov, I would read, Xpavor, ‘for a season.’ Biov I 
conceive to have arisen from an explanation, Biov ypovov. Com- 
pare, xafefomevos metvac xpovov. Od. 6, 295. 

539 xpiv is no doubt a correction of C.’s, while P.’s de is the 
original reading of the archetype. Ithink it should be restored, 
and also vordices, the construction being, vordices rovs avovras 
Aaxelv dv det, Aaxetv representing the second ace, after vordices, and 
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ov de depending on Aaxeiv. Reading then vordiceis here, I would 
read in 540, dradovs riWeis ode, for dradovs tis Een. 

551 I would read 760’ for ray’ with Markland. Disappear- 
ance of r/6’ led to ray’. 

566 The MS, reading being cefev, not cady, I would read: 
Bove Evvawo piOov év Bpayioot. The phrase would be similar to 
ék Bpayovey in 478. év Bpaxioor was corrupted to, év Bpayet cor, 
which is sense but not metre, and corrected to, év Bpayet ober, 
which is metre but not sense. 

581 dpéevas depends on éraipes as well as pe, being the ace. 
of the part, but @vzotcGa: should be read for @vyaoca with Mus- 
grave, 

586, 587 I hold to be interpolated. 

589, 590 That the MSS. have these verses in reverse order is 
an indication that 589 is interpolated. In 590 I would read: 
airés te yaoe. Gd¢ is Theseus’ own herald, who has been on the 
stage all the time as well as the other, who I take it leaves the 
stage, when Theseus dismisses him (582, 583). The explanation 
of de, 6 xypvé, brought xjpvgé into the text. This explanation 
however has more to say for itself than most of them, for it 
might not be very apparent who ode was, toa reader who had not 
seen the play acted. Theseus says he is going to take the herald 
with him, at the same time bidding Adrastus remain, who has 
made a movement to follow him. Compare too 668 where 
Theseus’ herald figures. 

638-640 are interpolated. For how could the chorus be in 
doubt whether the Athenian army was safe, when Theseus’ 
victory was announced? This as was natural has led to further 
interpolation in 641-643. 1 would read 642, 643, thus: cas 8’ 
éott Onoevs, cs 7’ "APyvaiww orparis ; 

655-659 The words, a: pev—Dldpadov, are interpolated, and 
30 is 661. The interpolator, either not seeing, or not choosing to 
see, that the three armies were three separate bodies of foot 
horse and chariots, has imagined an army drawn up in the 
fashion of his own time, with right and left wing and centre and 
cavalry on the flanks. A further evidence of interpolation is 
afforded by the miserably feeble, as péy jv Aoyos, in 655, 
I would read then, in 655 apds 6ydov “Iopyvot, and connect 
with 659, thus: pds 6yOov "Iopyvod ‘crodicpévov Sopi. 
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672 I suspect that the words, otéév—dovor, are interpolated, 
and that we should read 672, 673, thus: cafovres otdetv & 
avrTexnpvgev Kpewv, 

691-693 The order of the words seems to have been dis- 
turbed and confused in these verses. I would read: ray pe 
mitvovTov KaxkuBiotovtwv Big | és Kpata mpos yqv, Trav dé, Opave- 
Gévruv didpwr, | mpds appatwyv dyaior Aeurovrwy Biov. Thus with 
the slightest possible alteration, and no word omitted, all be- 
comes clear and cousistent. 


695 Valckenaer would read cixovra for vudvra. Lid. and 
Scott s.v. év@évde explain what Valckenaer not very intelligently 
failed to see. He forgot the messenger was speaking at 
Athens. 


699 This verse is of course corrupted. I would read: pécov 
Te auvTagavre TavTaxov otparov. The metre being disturbed by 
reading the plural for the dual led to what we now read, and 
that again arose from not perceiving that there was a lacuna 
after the verse. For cvvragavre applies to Creon and Theseus, 
while éxrewov «.7.’. applies to the Thebans, as 702 shows. 


705 degov is quite right and should not have been altered to 
defiov. We should understand: defiov d@ quay ro éxeivur Aaov 
devya joowpevov. Their left being worsted flees before our 
right, 

708 Here again éxépdawev should be restored in place of 
Dindorf’s éxydevey, but we should read, 7d vixdv, for, To vexdy. 
‘For the victory of this wing was not all he sought to gain.’ 

713-715 The strange reading Aavaidaiv, which Elmsley 
corrected to Kexpomidav, seems due to interpolation. We should 
I think read the verses thus: @apoos 6’ évaipoas, trotmidaipiov 
Aa Bi | ordicpa, rodro diadepwr éerhevddvas Betws Kopwvys I regard 
as an explanation. 

739, 740 may possibly be genuine. But according to the 
ordinary account Eteocles made no such offers. 

745 Reading, rod xatpod, as the sense requires with P.C. I 
would read évrelveoGe for évretvovres, Which I hold to be due to 
reiberbe in 746. But I regard 746-749 as interpolated. The 
style to my mind is in no way that of Euripides, and I note the 
repetition of apayyaci, tpaypara (747, 749) and the confused 
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construction of cadapeio@’ in 749, where the third person would 
be more natural. 

751-753 I regard as interpolated. The emphatic, rotro 
BovAopat pabeiy (750) properly introduces the question in 754. 
That is what would interest Adrastus, and not the perfectly idle 
enquiry as to how the messenger had escaped. 


755 P. ©. read ddmovs, to which Adyous could never have been 
altered. I would read: dowv ye xeivots €rr’ éherracav demas. 7.€, 
yes, the bodies of the seven commanders, not of the rest. 

758, 759 are I think interpolated. What an idle question is, 
rovxeidev 7 rowvGevde. I would read then in 760: rots 8’ érra, 
AeEov, mov Aurdvres HKeETE ; 

763-766 In 763 I would read Oycets for oide’s, making zévw 
depend on both éréory and dotAos, and reject 764-766 as inter- 
polated. 764 was I think intended to be read after 765 in place 
of 766. So reading there will be no lacuna, 


779-777 I do not think AaPetv by itself can be used in the 
sense of ‘ receiving back ;’ I would read then, raAw, for, Bporois, 
in 775, and Bporoicr for Broreiav in 777. 


838-840 This passage seems to me rather added to than 
defective. I would read: péd\Awv a’ épwrav, qvix’ éfavtA«s yoous, | 
ciaca pdous, viv o’, “Adpacre, a’ toropa, leaving out the rest. 

842, 843 I regard the words, #s—révd’, as interpolated, and 
they have led to the intrusion of y’, I would read: @vyrar 
épucay ; elm’ ériotypwv yap ef, while in 844 I would read: iduy y’ 
éxeivwv, placing a comma at the end of 843, cidov is manifestly 
wrong. 

857, 858 otc dxovri, BovAowa, are tautological. I would 
read the verses thus : dxove 67 vuv, ws didws Exovre jor, leaving out 
the rest. 

860 For the MS. rov d8pov, I would read, 7d AdBpov, The 
citation from Polybius (see Dindorf’s note) proves the contrary 
of what it is adduced to prove. The defiorys was shown in 
altering Aafpov to Atov. , 

864, 865 Athenaeus’ reading (Wéywv—rdpxotv érawav) (159 
A.) seems to belong to a different and I think preferable recension 
to that of P.C. I would adopt it, only [ would read rdpxotyv r’ 
érawov,7T not being read in Athenaeus. As for what we read 
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250 E. I regard it as belonging to the same recension we find 
in the text, and rparéfas as a mere copyist’s error for rpamréfais, 
while the variant p.cov indicates as I think, that the recension 
in question was due to an interpolator. 


878-880 I regard as interpolated, The whole speech is full 
of interpolations, some of which have been well expelled by 
Dindorf, 

885 I hold to be interpolated, and in 884 I would read, ’d/Sov, 
for didoirs. 

888, 889 See note on §.C.7. 526. 6 tis kuvayod (888) seems 
borrowed from Phoen. 1106. 


894, 895 I regard as interpolated. 


912 is I suspect interpolated. Leaving it out I would read, 
Kaxots KexAjoba racw, taking away the stop at the end of 911. 


915 | should prefer to read Aéyew 7 with John of Damascus. 


916 The MS. reading is, ris, not, rats. I would read: & 3 
av paby tis mpdta owlerOar direi. The explanation raira ex- 
pelled zpara. | 

932 The MS, reading being dpaca: I would read: add’ ofc 6’ 6 
dSpacai ce wept ravde BovAowar. tavde is more appropriate than 
rovrwv, and oe would easily disappear after dpacau. 

94.5 It is perhaps hardly worth while to correct a verse like 
this, but to interpolate such a verse as Dindorf gives is 
scandalous. Possibly we should read: ipa yap oyws cwpar’ av 
wéXo. vexpov. ‘The MS. readings are P. wixpai yap owes kaparw 
weer vexpa. OC. m. y. 0. xaua To TEAC vexpo. The & of cwuar’ dis- 
appeared I suppose after ows, and the v of dy before the = of 
éNou. 

950, 951 I would read ri in 950 with the MSS., not of with 
Markland, and placing a mark of interrogation after rifecGe, I 
would read, ao re Angavres, for, dAAG Angavres. 

1050 The M8, reading is dpi, not dpyjv. I would read; 
éppas AaBor dv. ‘ You would check the course,’ etc. 

1092, 1093 Iphis must intend to refer to the loss both of 
Eteocles and Evadne, but as the text stands he seems to refer to 
Eteocles alone. I think then we should read: ooris durevoas 
qTyvoe, Kal veaviay | Texov dpurtov TaVvde viv oTEepicKopaL. dvTetoas 
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and rexdév go very ill together as the text stands, and cira has all 
the appearance of a piece of padding. What caused ride to 
disappear I cannot tell, unless disappearance of v after 7 led to 
rd¢, Which was read 7’ #5é, and so struck out. 


1088-1091 The repetition of, és 763 #AGov, in 1089 and 
1091, the condition of 1089, and the confused sense, are sufficient 
evidence that this passage has been tampered with. I would 
read the verses thus: raidwy épacGeis AGov és TO viv Kaxor, 
leaving out the rest. 


1096, 1097 The repetition, wedafpwrv, peAaGpa, is suspicious. 
I think 1096 is interpolated. 

1098 I would read this verse thus: jira dirof’, ws er’ fv 
mais nde por. ws disappeared after of, and ér’ became 67’, leading 
to the intrusion of wpiv ye. I do not therefore accept Canter’s 


emendation, 676’ for drrof’, which Dindorf places in his 
text. 


1101, 1102 Retaining yeipi I would read: xareiye xetpi: Gvya- 
Tépos yepovre de | nOvov ovdev K.T.A. 

1110 What could we have made of this verse, but for its 
being quoted by Plutarch? And it is on such texts we have to 
depend. 

1112 Reading with Nauck, éredy, and, pydév adédovv, with 
P., I would read rd\at for réAw, which seems suggested by C.’s 
yp. waAw. mddAar became, radi, and was variously corrected to, 
moAtv, moAts, mad, though zaoAes is probably intended by 


woALS. 


1169-1173 The repetition of éxipaare, (1170, 1173) shows 
there is something wrong. Striking out the words épaévres— 
éuod, in 1170, I would read 1169 thus: tas 8 ravde ypi) yapuw 
owfew dei, and 6’ treureiv, for 6’ tretrov in 1171. 





1182 Here, with a few additional verses spoken by the chorus, 
[ believe the play ended as Euripides wrote it. What was the 
cause of 1183-1230 being added we can only conjecture. Possibly 
it was intended to soothe the feelings of the Argives, to remind 
them of their old debt to Athens, and to stimulate them against 
Thebes, when the Athenians concluded the alliance with the 
Lacedaemonians of the year p.c. 369. The oath here referred 
to, may have been part of the old legend, though Euripides: 
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chose to pass over it in silence, as in some degree detracting, I _ 
suppose, from the generosity of Theseus’ conduct. It.is possible 
that this oath may have been alleged as an excuse to the 
Argives, when they refused to join the rest of the Pelopon- 
nesians in invading Attica after the battle of Aegospotami 
(Xen. Hel. 2. 2. 7), and the author may have wished to remind 
them of their conduct on that occasion, The style of 1183—1230, 
will I think be felt when carefully considered to be hardly that 
of Euripides. 


1188, 1189 Ido not doubt there is interpolation here, for 
duvivat in 1188 is incompatible with dpxworeiv, in 1190. I would 
read then these verses in one thus: rpirov dB’ dpxov, rovde 5 
“Adpactov xpedv. 

1194, 1195 I would read these verses thus: jv 8’ dpxov 
éxAurovres EAGwow yOdva, | kaxOs GAeoOat mpoorpére, TovTovs Ode. 
It is clear that it is Adrastus who should invoke the curse on 
himself and his countrymen, if they transgress the oath. To 
repeat yOova from 1191, is quite in accordance with the usual 
formula of an oath, and I conceive it to have been expelled by 
the interpolated y@ova of the following verse, where the explana- 
tion of rovrovs, ’Apyeiovs, has led to “Apyeiwv y6ova. 


1196 It seems evident that if eddy were the true reading, 
we should place it before yoy, as Elmsley does, I think however 
we should read: év @ d¢ réuvew ypy yé o’ Gpxia KAve pov. odayia 
is an expl. Comp. Her. 4. 201. éri ris xpuymrys tadpov Tayvorres Ta 
opxua. Note that y’ not o’, is the MS. reading. 


1205 I should prefer to read zpojs, rather than jéfys, for 
tTpwoys, understanding of course blood by ¢dovor, 


1212 The correction #ed is open to the objection, that it does 
not appear that the reyévy were to be assigned to any god, but 
rather to the heroes, whose bodies were burnt there. Retaining 
then the MS, reading @eot, I would read ’Opmvias for ‘Io6yias, 
wnderstanding Demeter. Disappearance of oy after ov, and 
ehange of zr to p, leaving only pias, the word was filled up as 
* ToOpias. | 
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6, 7 Dindorf has the note: rexvotot, vox suspecta. It seems 
to me that the words ot Kaduou—raiciv, are interpolated. 


31 «ai rarpds cannot be right, for that would imply that the 
new Lycus was the son of the old one. I would read: of tis 
Svop’ ds 83) mpordropos KexAnpévos. Corruption of mpordropos to 
mpos jatpds may possibly have led to what we read, 

40-43 I would place a comma at the end of 39, so as to 
disconnect xravav with trois “HpakAeiovs waidas, the whole clause, 
KTavuv—aypelov, being parenthetical, and interposed between 
@éXe, and the clause beginning with py woé’, which should 
properly follow it. re then after dayuapra is to be connected with 
the xai that follows, and not with what goes before. For 
pyrpwot (43) 1 would read pytpdos, as Beck does in his index, 
understanding pytporarwp. The reason of wyrpwo. being found 
here is, [ believe, that Megara mentions the murder of her 
brothers in 539. But there adeAdois is due to interpolation, as I 
will show, ~ 

53 The verb éocdpayicpévo. might be appropriate here, if it 
were applied to douwv (Comp. Or. 1108). As it stands it cannot 
be right. I think 54 is interpolated, and that we should read 
here, éxxekAnpevot Somwv. Comp. 330. 

63 [ would read: éy® yap oir’ é« watpds dredcibOnv tvxys. 
‘For neither was I on my father's side deficient in good fortune.’ 
és warep’ has arisen from the frequent confusion of eis and é, 
and dry\déyqv, partly I think from 4 disappearing before 6, 
partly from change of éx rarpds, to és warépa. 

80 The MS. reading is, 7 wédov. Perhaps we should read, 
epuTredov. ; 

89 It does not seem to me certain that the MS. reading 
wapaiverv, for which Dindorf reads zepaivew is wrong. 

149 For véov I would read vé6ov. The Gov of védov probably 
led to the disappearance-of @eov, which is supplied after véov by 
Erfurdt. 

163, 164 The word avridépxera: is suspicious, and if there is 
such a word it should be construed with the dative like dyri- 
Bdérw, under which word Lid, and Scott have a reference to 
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Lue. Zearo. 14. In my Teubner however of 1851 I find, dvriov 
Sédopxe, and in any case the dat. #Aém follows. I rather think 
then we should read 163, 164, thus: GAA’ os dvapipver tag 
€uBeBas dépv. By dopds ddoxa (164) is I think meant the quick 
thrust of the spear which ploughs a furrow in the flesh, but I 
regard the words as part of the interpolation. 

168 I would read, tiwwpéay, énots, for, tyxwpods éuovs. I under- 
stand, ‘I do not wish to leave to my family the penalty of what 
I have done, through these children being brought up as 
avengers.’ Lycus disclaims fear on his own account, and 
professes to act only out of regard to his family. No good sense 
can be got out of the MS, reading, nor are matters much 
improved by reading éuod with Camper. 

170, 171 I would read: 76 pév Avos 6) Zeds duuverw pepe | 
avros x.t.A. Thus I think we shall obtain a satisfactory sense. 
Let Zeus himself defend his own part in the matter by deeds if 
it please him, but what I can do to defend Hercules in words 
shall be done. Lycus says that Hereules is no son of Zeus, and 
a coward to boot. It is for Zeus to maintain his paternity, 
while Amphitryon will refute the charge of cowardice. audos, 
I regard as an explanation of, rod Auds. 

177 For & jpopnv, I should prefer, aX’ époi. 

183 I should prefer: gpot tiv’ Gs dpirrov éxxpivaay av. 
The MS. reading avép’ dpurrov may have arisen from an explan- 
ation, 

220 I would read: Muviiats 6s olos maor 81a payns podwv. 
Compare Heracl. 743, where plainly, olos, should be read for, 
otos. The anapaest in Muvvator is inadmissible. 

226 For yd¢pw I would read rarjp. ydpw arose from not 
understanding that dv stood for ds by attraction. 

227 I would read: rade, réxva, 6’ x.7.A., the MS. reading being, 
7d’ ob réxv’. 6 disappeared after a. 

257 That there is interpolation here is evident. I would 
read 257, 258, thus: apye ob 0’ od xaipwv ye derrocers €nov. 

282 zporw can hardly be right. Perhaps we should read: rp 
5’ avayKaia pow. 

290-293 These verses are I think interpolated. There does 
not seem to be any question here of saving the children’s lives, 
but rather how Megara and Amphitryon are to die in a worthy 
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manner. The repetition of eixAejs (288, 290) is suspicious, and 
it is difficult to extract any satisfactory meaning out of 290. It 
is true that afterwards (298-304) Megara speaks of the useless- 
ness of entreating Lycus, and says it had occurred to her to ask 
that the children might escape with banishment, but if 290-293 
were genuine they should rather have followed 298-304, than 
preceded them. As regards the correction, aicypoic., for, 
éyOpoicr, in 293 I am disposed to think that the interpolator 
wrote thus: ov8 of y’ edyevets | kadprrovor rots €yOpoiar, either 
understanding ycvv, or using the active incorrectly for the 
middle. of y’ would easily disappear before the evy of evyeveis. 
and lead to oi yap, ovd’ on disappearance of of y’ being read of 0’. 
Note how naturally 294 follows 289 if 290-293 are left out, 


301 is I think spurious, but I suspect the interpolator wrote : 
pdov yap aidots od’ tm’ av éXav ditwy reérpors. For by working 
on his sense of compassion you would the more readily meet 
with friendly treatment, But I suspect 299, 300, as well. If 
they are left out a mark of interrogation should be placed at the 
end of 298. 


340 I would read: paryy de raid’ oby, ob cdv avr’, éxdyoper. 
OL 
The MS. reading is raidwy rov vedv. But I suspect the verse is 


interpolated. 


460 I would read: 7 woAu pe ddfys eferewvav ehmides. exreiOw 
has the sense of persuading of what is not the fact, or is to the 
hindrance of the person persuaded. Comp. Zrach. 1141, 1142, 
where the word is used much in the sense in which I understand 
it here. The MS. reading is, pe dd&ys éf€raucav eArides, where 1 
think éféra:cav is to be taken as coming from éxraifw, a word 
for which there is no authority, but that might very well exist. 
489, where éxeiOw is used in a sense little differing from that 
of the simple veiw, is I think interpolated. 


471 Aadddov, is certainly corrupt. Perhaps we should read : 
kaftets ad ’Sédov. at, to you in your turn, avéddov might have 
been corrupted to aidtAov leading to Aadadov. wevdy doow, & 
gift which was to avail you nothing. 


482-484 are I believe interpolated. 481, seems to give a 
complete and satisfactory sense without them, and their style is 
far from recommending them. 
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490, 491 I can make no sense of these verses as they stand in 
Dindorf’s text. I would read: «i ris GGoyyov ciojxoveé tw | Ovyrav 
«.7.A. ‘If any one in Hades has ever at any time heard the voice 
of mortals.’ The MS. reading is, d6oyyov elcaxotcera | Ovyrav. 


518 This verse is simply interpolated, for, xypatvovca, is used 
in an impossible sense. The interpolator has probably borrowed 
the word from Hip, 213, and misunderstood it. Rejecting then 
518, I would assign 517 to Amphitryon. 


530-542 In 530 I would restore the MS. reading, yiva, ri 
Kawov 7AGe dapacw ypéos; rejecting 531-538, as interpolated. 
In 529 perhaps we should read rode for ravde. 539-541, 1 
would read thus: ME. éuAAvpec@a, xai waTip ovpos yépwv— 
HP. ras @ys; ME. Avxos of’ 6 yys avag dwAecer. It is clear 
that the words, ri dpdeas x.7.A. are out of place where they stand, 
and are really an answer to, Avcos—éuiAece. They were no 
doubt introduced by was (or r/) dys, and intended as a substitute 
for 542. As to 530-538, they seem in some degree to have 
arisen from the interpolator having his feelings of propriety 
shocked, by Hercules addressing his wife instead of his father. 
Fortunately he has betrayed himself by leaving, yi’va:, in 530, 
which Elmsley with misdirected ingenuity struck out, supplying 
it by rotode before dupacw. 

545 For warépa we should surely read rovée. 


551-558, 552-557, I regard as an interpolation. 558 
answers admirably to 551, but not to the verse before it. The 
verses are not bad in themselves, but they have suspicious cir- 
cumstances about them. The question in 552 is not much to 
the purpose, and as regards the question in 554, Hercules was 
not aware, nor was it apparent that they had left their home, in 
front of which they were standing. Euripides too would hardly 
have expressed himself in the manner of 557, which should be 
rendered: ‘Shame do you say? ‘That is a god he has little 
acquaintance with,” The sentiment is similar to that we find in 
Diose. 26, 4. (Anth. Jacobs.) aicyivyy ot vopicaca Geov. 


571-573 are I suspect interpolated. 
576-578 I should be disposed to read: padryvy yap aitrovs 


, Wve’, ) ti dicopev; leaving out the rest, and in 579, 7AGov for 


é\Geiv. The idea of the children dying on account of Hercules 
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contained in the words, etrep—zarpds (577), is quite out of place, 
and ill expressed, 

581 éxrovelyv means, to achieve something by labour, or, to 
persevere in something, but how, éxrovety @dvaroy, can mean, 
éxroveiv pa Oaveiv, I fail to see. I would read in 580, 581: raw 
8 guav vrep | ov xaptepycw Gavarov. Comp. Ajax 650, where 
kaprep® is similarly used. éxrovjow is partly due to the dis- 
appearance of tzep, expelled by the false explanation of rav éuév, 
téxvwy, (for in tay ézav Amphitryon, Megara, and the children 
are all included, Comp. 574, 575,) partly to xaprepa being some- 
times used in a sense little different from éxrove. 

612, 613 I regard as interpolated. The mysteries seem 
dragged in by the heels. 

614, 615 I also consider to be spurious, and made up from 
1386, 1387, 

616, 617 are I believe in the like case. The MS. reading in 
617 is, ofdev, not, of8’: iw’. The interpolator I think wrote: ov« 
oldev* éOwv tavOad’ 7’ ely wapos. ‘On arriving I went first to 
see how matters were here.’ 7’ ideivy corrupted to yédev became 
eidefny. (7 for ja). 618 answers well to 611. 

708, 709 are I think interpolated. If we leave them out 
Amphitryon will speak three verses to Lycus’ six. 

713, 715 I regard, us Ovpibevr—rexpypv (713, 714) as an 
nterpolation. What we find there seems to me absurd, and 714 
appears to be borrowed from Jph.7', 808. I would read 712,715 
thus, leaving out 713, 714: AM. dox® vw ixerw éorias Gaocew 
BadOpovs. 

725 I think the true reading is, é&v cyodg Ajéwper, but I 
regard the verse as interpolated. The MS. reading is, Avouper. 

729, 730 What may be meant by, Bpoxor ~upydopo, con- 
sidering Hercules is armed with a club is hard to see, even if the 
expression itself were tolerable. Note too that the MS. reading 
is, yevjoerat, nob dedjoerac. I would read: oreiyer mpos dpxvs 
Tous méAas doxav xreveiv. 

783 is I believe interpolated and made up from 756, I 
would read then in 731, ws wirrovr’ (6w, and in 732, eye yap 
éxOpos ydovas OvyrKwy avyp. Thus Amphitryon will speak six 
verses to Lycus’ three, as before the atchonhyiie me pore three 
to Lycus’ six. - : 
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846 crafpovs not domovs is the true reading. oramovs was 
supplanted by the explanation, @Avdas, which was corrected metri 
gratia to the MS. didous. 


854 The MS. reading is, coir’ od. I see no sufficient reason 
for altering it. 

860 I should prefer to read, éwi joiPdov, ‘to your whistle,’ 
Compare the allied potfos in Od, 9, 315. The i of ézi is 
lengthened before {. 


864 I do not see when Lyssa has made her way into the 
breast of Hercules, what she has to do with breaking into the 
house as well. I regard then this verse as spurious. 


865 There seems to be something wrong here, for it is not 
Lyssa who kills the children but Hercules. I would read then: 
TEKY GTOKTELVaS O€, TPaTOV Oe KavwV OK eloerar, and in 866: waidas 
ols erixTev avTos, mplv av éu1) Avoca od’ ady. The MB. reading 
is, guas Aicoas addy. évaipwrv in 866 is due to droxreivaca in 865. 
6¢ in 865 may have disappeared from being corrupted to as. 


925 The MS. has zeéwAov, not réxvwy. aweéerAwy must have 
arisen from a reading, waidwv. I think the words, y7s—‘HpaxAéns 
(923, 924) are interpolated, and that we should read, 923-925, 
thus: xafapot otkwv, kai wéAas waidwy yopos. 

936 The MS, reading is Oya. I think we should read 4y 
po, and éx, for wo, in 938. 


957 I would read ws for és with Kirchhoff. 
O77 For KUKAw I would read «iv«Aov. 


978 I would read yopevyo for ropevpa with Paley, but roéyvd’ 
for wodds (with a comma after decvdv). modds I take to have 
arisen from an explanation, zaidds, which was put in the gen., 
because wrongly connected with évavriov instead of BadXe, so 
that the explainer either found rové’, or understood it, instead 
of rove’, 

1003 I would read: Avs xpadaivovo’ éyxos etAodos KOpy. 
TlaAAds is an expl. of Avs xépy. Vitium verbis inest, is Dindorf’s 
comment. I should think so. 


1011 This verse is placed before 1010 in the MS5., a sign of 
interpolation. It might seem indeed to be justified by 1124, 
1125, where the answer of Amphitryon appears to show he was 
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conscious of having bound his son, and shocked by the ex- 
pression dvatvouer$a yap, avoided acknowledging it. But I think 
the true reading in 1124 is: éf’ o 8 édnoav p' eix’. The reply of 
Amphitryon is then admirably pertinent,‘ Be content to know 
you have been bound, but do not ask why.’ dvawomer$a then 
will mean, ‘We protest against such usage.’ So in 1126 
restored by Heath, 6 has been changed to od, to favour the same 
idea, the interpolator understanding, ‘ Your silence is enough, I 
do not wish to hear more.’ ciwry there I regard as a mere 
clerical error, Omitting then 1011, I would read in 1010: 
ncis O€ viv peOévres ex Spacpav moda «.T.A. viv seems to be 
required, That there is no mention of Hercules himself is a 
further presumption against 1011. The incompatibility of vw 
with what we find there has led to its expulsion from 1010. 

1090 seems to be interpolated. rdéa iA/ov for the sun’s rays 
is an impossible expression. 

1102 is simply interpolated, and the repetition of eis “Adov 
is only due to the ineptitude of the interpolator. 

1105 Paley’s cly’ is at any rate better than what we read. 
I suspect however we should read, 6 +. The subj. seems re- 
quired. 

1118, 1119 These verses being read in C. after 1120, 1121, 
I regard them as interpolated. I would however read 1120 
thus: er’ ef te Tapa Kavoy aivicoe Biw. aivicoe. is I think 
indicated by the, yvigw wdédw, of 1118, particularly when we 
remember that that verse originally came after 1120. 

1124-1126 See note on 1011. 

1134 I would read: ras dys; ri woAeuov ; rovade ris dudhecer ; 
cizas I believe to be an expl. of the ellipse after zéAeuov, which 
however is really supplied by ys, while elas has expelled was 
Pus 3 

1146, 1147 There is no doubt interpolation, but we cannot 
do without these verses altogether. I would read, placing ofpot 
extra metrum : oljot | od py yevopevos Tavde piATaTwr doveds, and, 
ameyst ,in 1148. I should prefer however to read 1148 thus: 
pliwv amet Aucaddos rétpas aro. 

1151, 1152 I believe to be interpolated, for if 1151 is, and 
that seems to me almost certain, 1152 must go too. 
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1159 I would read here dép’, dudt raHud Kpati rep Barw oxdrov. 
©. reads avre - - . topa was I suppose illegible. 

1175 is I think interpolated, for it would seem that 1176 
should immediately follow 1174. If we leave it out it is to be 
noted, that reading 1146, 1147, as one verse, and omitting 1151, 
1152, Hercules and Theseus each speak 14 verses, 

1228 I would read: ra trav Gedy ye, Kotx dvatveroarx. The MS, 
reading is rév Gedy, and I regard rrapara as an explanation. 

1249 I would read: ov 7’ éxros iv 81) cupdopas pe voubereis. 
5y, corrupted to d¢, was replaced by ye in true copyist fashion, 
The MS. reading is ov y' not oi 8’. 

1254 I would read: ov« av & dvaeyour’ duabia o’ “EXAds Oaveiy. 
6’ would disappear before a, and o’ before <, leading to what we 
read in C, 

1263-1265 I regard as interpolated. doris 6 Ze's, comes 
from the Melanippe. In 1266 I would then read y’ for 7’ 

1269 I also consider to be interpolated, and in 1270 I would 
read: 7Payv d¢, for Barra. 

1271-1278 I suspect there is interpolation, and I should 
he disposed to read : qolovs 6 rpds Tiyavras 7} terpackeés Onpav 
To TAROos woAEov Ovk eEqvuca. 

1274, 1275 I would read xuvs | pyrépa. Comp. Trach. 1099. 

1287 I would read here: xarera py tis yrwrov ds pe tero- 
A\éruwv, regarding 1288 as an interpolation, 

1296, 1297 The words, ryyat te worapav (1297), | are 
absolutely in the air. I think that, yjs, xai—zorapéyv, is an 
interpolation, and, striking out these words, I would read 
1295-1297, thus: ay Oryyavew yap yOov drevveroved pe | doviv 
adynoet, kat TOV dpyatryAarov. 

1302 LI should prefer: Biov y' dvéctov, ob ypewy, KEKTY EVOL, 

1304 Perhaps we should read: xpovovo’ “OdAvprov wécwos 
dpBuihy réov, so that, Zyvds chould be an explanation of récuos. 
Brodie has suggested rédov for wéda, unless Brodaeus is a mis- 
print for Dobraeus. 

1312, 1813 There is certainly a lacuna as the text stands, 
Perhaps however we should read: ed 768’ ws Oavy | rapavére cor 
pad\ov 7) Taoyew Kaxos. cot would readily disappear after the 
we Of mapawere. 
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1315 I would read ; od Gedv tis, whey «.7.4., for dowds is only 
admissible in lyric passages, and in 1316, Aécrpa y'’, where C- 
has r’. 


1326-1335 I regard as an interpolation, It seems to me 
altogether improbable that Euripides would make Theseus refer 
to the honours to be paid to Hercules as a hero after his death. 
The interpolator, no doubt an early interpolator, has been moved 
to touch upon a joint worship of Hercules and Theseus which 
existed in his time, and a similar idea of illustrating current 
religious customs has led to interpolations in other plays as well. 
I would also observe on reevy in 1329, that I believe the word 
is never used in Attic of the possessions of a living man, but 
only of the sacred enclosures assigned to some god or deceased 
hero. Leaving out then 1326-1335, I would read 1336, 1337 
thus : ryvd', avrirowa Tis ents owrnpias, | xdpw rapacyor viv yap 
el ypetos didwv. 

1341-1346 I would read 1341-1344 thus: orépyew 8¢ ext pa. 
ros Geois & pr) Oduss, | ob8’ GAAov GAAov Seopa y’ eLarrew yepoir, | 
ovr’ néiwe’ éyw mor ote wefoowat, and reject 1545, 1346 as inter- 
polated. | 

1351, 1852 I hold these verses to be interpolated. Besides 
éyxaptepyow, Which seems borrowed from And. 262, and gives no 
satisfactory sense, the repetition of pupiwy (for so C. reads in 
1352), pvpiwv, is suspicious. There is however I think a lacuna 
after 1357, which has suggested the words efy.—é€yw here, for 
otherwise there would be no acknowledgement of Theseus’ offers, 
and we might expect this to come in after 1357, so that Hercules 
having expressed his intention of going to Athens, dvyas dpas 
(1358) would naturally follow. 


1366 is of course one of the many interpolations intended to 
supply the aposiopesis after ops. 

1367 cannot be right as it stands, I would read: & réxv’, 6 
dicas, ov y’ éExwv, buds TaTHp K.T.A. 

1369 It does not seem certain that #iov, should be read 
for Bia. 

1386-1388 I regard with suspicion. Perhaps omitting 1386, 
1387, we should read 1388 thus: py ravde Aurion pé tis povot- 
prevov. Tovde, TOV OrAwr. 
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1390-1392 The repetitions, cuprevOjcare, TevOnoare : GravTas 
wdavres, Suggest interpolation. I believe then that the words, 
avavras—evOynoare, are interpolated (1591), and I would read 
1390-1392 thus: xe(paobe, cvprevOnoar és waldwv tapov | eAGovres 
avrous ewe 7 ap’, ws dAwAamer K.T.A. 

1417 The MS. reading being ér’ eirgs, I would read: was otv 


Tor eimas K.T.A. Tore, 1414. 
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1-3 There can be no doubt that these verses have been tam- 
pered with. One might attempt to restore them thus: “ArAas 6 
YaAkéourw ovpavov otpépuy | vutots evoe Maiav, 7 p’ éyeivaro. 
Comp. Virgil, axem humeris torquet. 

10-14 Here too there is interpolation. One might suggest : 
Kpeovoav évfa maid’ 'Epeybews Big | Oeds ix’ dyw DoiBos ELeveev 
yaj.ots. 

20-26 I believe these verses are interpolated, though no doubt 
by an ancient interpolator as their merit shows. I think then 
rejecting them we should read 27 thus: d€py tporawac’ iy xAwyr 
elyey texvov. Comp. 1431. The ws Gavovpevoy of 18 being re- 
peated as ds Gavovpévw, in 27, I regard as strong evidence of 
interpolation. 

28 P. reads @gidos. PotGos then in C, 1s a correction. I 
would read: 6 8’ otv déeAqos ws didov p’ aire? rade. There have 
been three causes of corruption ; change of oty to av, and loss 
of ws after ddeAdds, and of p’ after didov. No one would have 
altered DoiBos to didos. 

41 For dvirrevovros, I would read dvw réA\Aovros, and xi«Aov 
for kixAw. dvirmevovros I regard as a vox nihili, 

237 For yervaérys cor, 1 would read yevvatos os ov. Comp. 
Hee, 592. The order is: rexpypiov ws yevvaios ef Kai TOV TpdoTun. 

255 There is no reason to suppose that lon should speak more 
than one verse here. In the passage 255-264, Ion begins with 
one verse, then Creusa and Jon speak two verses each twice, then 
Creusa one, and a regular stichomythia begins with 265, 

275, 276 are I think interpolated, and the difficulty in 276 
I believe to be caused by the incorrect use of oyoAy. The 
interpolator intended I think by od xdépyw oyody, ‘ for I am not a 
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little perplexed.’ Sac is never used by Euripides in tragedy (only 
in the Cyclops), but it occurs in genuine verses, where it is 
generally corrupted from 6’ av. The somewhat absurd form of 
the question in 275 seems imitated from 265, and it will be 
observed that if these verses are left out, 277 answers quite 
satisfactorily to 274. 

285 ®oiBos could never have been altered to IIvGuos. I should 
be disposed to read: tywa ye dacw dorparais ode Lvbios. Dis- 
appearance of o led I suppose to detpavai ode Wirt, and so 
eventually to what we now read. 


286 Here I would read: riya yap: «ibe yj wor’ «.7.A., for the 
MS. reading, tiua, twa o' Os. By o’ as I think with Scaliger 
oq’ ws is intended. eife I suppose was corrupted to eas and as, 
and this eventually led to the MS. reading, the verse being first 
read tiyza o's ws, and then patched up with the second tia. 
I am inclined to think that the words ef@e—idciy, are intended 
to he spoken aside by Creusa, and that therefore 287, 288 are 
interpolated. 


336 Observe how the explanation aidovmefa, expelled the 
genuine reading restored by Kirchoff, and note again as I have 
before remarked what texts we have todepend on. The conclusive 
9 Geds of 337, points to the true reading. 

361 I would read: px ’x’ olkrov iis efuy’ ot AeAjopeba. The 
MS, reading is xat py y’ és olxrov p’ €€ay'. Kai seems to have come 
in from 360. 

365 pavreicerat, must be taken as a passive here, and also 
pavreverat in 1537. For pavrevouar in the sense of delivering an 
oracle is only used by later writers, and the usage is condemned 
in Soloecistes (9). Lucian however does not observe the rule 
(see Dial. Deor. 23), which is a presumption that he is not the 
author of the Soloecistes (Alex. 19. is by itself not decisive, for 
Lucian might be supposed to be quoting the words of Alexander). 
I would render then : ‘ How shall the god be consulted as to that 
which he wishes to remain concealed?’ Unless indeed we should 
read wavrevréos here, and pdvres eAve, in 1537. 

374-377 are I suspect interpolated. They seem to interrupt 
the natural sequence of the ideas by which 378 would immedi- 
ately follow 373. 374 too is ill and strangely expressed, and 375 
and 378 seem to repeat each other. 
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390 The MS. reading being dA\’ éav ypy, [ would read ddX’ otv 
éGv ypewv tad, ov having disappeared before éav, and ypeuwv, cor- 
rupted to ypqv, and corrected to yp. 

411,412 dre—Bedrriova. These words are I conceive spoken 
aside by Creusa and unheard by Xuthus, and therefore I would 
read pot for vav. Ido not see what fyu8orau between Phoebus 
and Xuthus could be referred to. 

413-416 I regard as interpolated. There seems to be no 
question as to who has to reply to Xuthus on behalf of the god 
(comp. 369) but rather as to whose turn it might be to consult 
the oracle, which as we learn from 418-420, had been settled as 
Xuthus desired. Moreover there is an absurdity in Ion’s answer, 
for no one would have supposed that he was to perform this 
office, while what he states no doubt represents the actual practice, 
but leaves Xuthus as wise as he was before. I should say that I 
in no way object to érra: rade, (in 413), which applies as well to 
those words of Creusa that I suppose to be heard by Xuthus, as to 
those which are unheard. In 417 I think we should read xadds 
éxot, for kadds* éxwv, with a full stop after éxypyfouev, since accord- 
ing to my hypothesis this verse replies to the words of Creusa, & 
zoTvia—erAGounev (410, 411), and the interpolation of 413-416 has 
led I suppose to the change. Observe that here Xuthus speaks 
eight verses followed by four spoken by Creusa. 

521 I should prefer to read ei gdpovd, P.C. awdpovd. The 
et of 520 seems to suggest ed here. Reading thus the; at the 
end of the verse should of course be struck out. 

526 The MS. reading being odeiAw, I hold the true reading to 
be &s gia. (If however dpevay is read with P. instead of dpevoir, 
we must also read ov @iAd, and dyotpovs for duoveous). I under- 
stand, ‘Thus I am wont to bring crack-brained and unmannerly 
strangers to their senses’, at the same time threatening Xuthus 
with his bow. 

532 paprupeis cavrd, a proverbial expression, Comp. John 
8. 13. 

537 The MS, reading is aAAws, not dAAwy. I reject the verse 
as spurious. 

545 P. reads rod Adyov. Ido not doubt then that the true 
reading is Kol oye. 

546 Certainly ov or ro should be read for za. 

| M 2 
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554 There should be, —, not a full stop after érrdpycav, for 
the sense must be, ‘This very thing, so that we should be begot- 
ten,’ when Xuthus breaks in, ‘ Fate found out, my child.’ I 
suspect however that the whole passage, 549-556 is interpolated. 
davola in 549 is suspicious, and 557 connects quite well and 
naturally with 548. Jon, after reducing Xuthus to utter per- 
plexity and despair, comes at last to his rescue with the words: 
70 OG yoiv otk dmuorreiv etkos, a reflection Xuthus had not the wit 
to make for himself, but which he grasps at eagerly, ‘The inter- 
polator it would seem supposed, that if Xuthus could only refer 
to a love affair far away from Delphi, Ion would never be got to 
believe he was his son. 

558 Hartung’s emendation PBovAociners’ av, is certain and 
should be taken into the text. rdisappearing before, BovAoiperGa. 
became SovAduecba. The copyists of course, after their fashion, 
struck out dv and inserted y’. 

559 The MS. reading is 7 cof ye. I would read 6 coi ye. ye 
is a favourite catchword of Xuthus, just as, vai pa Aia, is of 
Silenus in the Cyclops. 

560 I should prefer dv for oi. 


576 I should be disposed to read édreda Onreiav, with Pierson 
or perhaps Aarpeiav. 

579 @drepov gives the reverse of the sense required. I would 
read ; ovde Otcrepov voowy | dvoty KexArjoe:, ‘ nor will you hereafter 
be called after the names of two evils.’ 

594 I would read: éxet ro pundev obdev dy KexAjooua. The verse 
is clearly mutilated at the beginning, and one is obliged there- 
fore to conjecture what may have dropped out before pyder, 
without MS. assistance. Except that I have struck out «ai after 
pydev, I have otherwise followed the MS. reading. See Dindorf’s 
note. 

600 I would read r’ édAjcopev with Nauck. 

601 For ¢ofov, I would read déovov. 6 disappearing led to 
ddvov, Which was corrected to dPov. 

602 Adcycos does not seem to be used in the sense of ‘ eloquent, 
except in late writers, or one might read, rév 52 Aoyiwy, for rap 3’ 
av \, of P. C. Perhaps we should read tév dé Aoy(uwv. Aoyynos 
for é\Adyemos is found in Herodotus. v. Lid. and Scott s. », 
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630, 631 I think we should read xAvwy in 630, and cwfer, 
in 631. wWédovs, should I think be restored, the meaning being, 
‘I do not wish to be in a state of constant apprehension, and 
listening for every sound that portends danger.’ Compare 
wWododeys. But I am disposed to regard the verses as interpo- 
lated. 

638 For yoour I would read rérout. zo disappearing before 
zo would lead to yoout. 

651 Reading é\éuv for G€Aw with P. I would also read dpfopar 
for dpgeoGa, omit 652 as interpolated, and read in 653 Ovew for 
Gicoa 6’. ; 

737 I would read: robs rod radaiov petayevets adtoxOovas. jeta- 
yeveis, Successors. éxyovous I regard as an explanation of pera- 
yevets, leading to the change of, rots rod madaod, to rods cous 
maXatovs, and of aitoyGovos to aitéyGovas. The word is once used 
by Menander ("Eyz. 1), though not precisely in this sense, just as 
mpoyevys 18 an drag Aeyouevov of Soph. (Ant. 938). 

746 For dxovros, Dindorf reads drovros with Reiske. But I 
think eixovros should be read. eixovros, corrupted to éxdvros, led to 
aKOVTOS. 

749 The words zaidwy—ixouev, have every appearance of 
interpolation, I would read 749, 750 thus: BeByxe" od dpacov, 
ayaia pnvicaca yap. The change from the plural to the singular 
is, as the text stands, incomprehensible, but if we suppose the 
choragus to be addressed after B¢Snxe, Badreis (in 751) is 
explained. 

751 Elmsley’s correction yapw, hardly suits drierovs. I rather 
think we should read: és dyxapicrovs—xapw. Disappearance of 
xa led I suppose to dzicrovs. 

755 Surely it should be voce? not voré, Unless indeed we 
assign 793, 759 to Creusa, reading in 755: dAX’ F te wéctos 
Gerdharos eyo voor’ ; 

778 IL think we should read: worepa d€ picew vw KT.A. vw 
disappearing after dicew led to divas 31. 

803 which the MS. assigns to the Paedagogus, I regard as 
spurious, 

807 I suspect, both on its own account and because it is 
rather to be expected that the Chorus should speak four 
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verses than five. It seems suggested too, by the spurious 
verse 652. 

827-830 Regarding 828, 829 as interpolated, I would read 
827, 830 thus: roucd’. éreAGiv dvedep’ és tov daipova | Katvov Tod’ 
ovowe. ua ypdvoy TerAacpevov. dva ypovoy seems only to be found 
in Herodotus, or in later writers. It is constantly used by 
Pausanias. 

836 I would read «dx for xai, with Dobree. 

838 The MS. reading is dyew, which should be restored. The 
whole sentence in 837, 838, is in apposition to xaxdv in 836, 

847, 848, 849, seem to me all three interpolated. In 847, 
we should read I think: «i yap 67) ipyrets Tad’ «.7.A. 

851, 852 I regard the words: wraté’—érAife, as an interpo- 
lation, 

853 I would read: drodovs Oaveiv 7 heyyos eloopay rode. 7, 
‘rather than.’ (Gv, I regard as derived from an expl. of deyyos 
cic opay, -Civ. 

929, 930 are I believe spurious. Note that the MS. reading 
in 930 is kaxas, not Kawads, 

934 There seems no sufficient reason for expelling o’ before a. 

943 The MS. reading gainer, should I think be restored. 

968 zarépa is quite right, as may be seen from the story of 
Erectheus. See Smith’s Dictionary. With P. I would read cicopo. 

978 I see no reason for changing viv to ov. 

984 I would read: éu’ (€ua) ei xaxifers K.7.A. eer WAS Cor- 
rupted to otpor. 

992-997 All this seems to me purposeless rubbish and 
interpolated. 

999 See note on Alc. 783. I read oidas. 

1004 The MS. reading is, éyo y' av. I would read icyiy & 
éxouev tiv’ dy és dvOpurov dicey ; 

1010 I would read: pépos Gea. Disappearance of p after v, 
led to epos, which was ineptly corrected, depos, a word borrowed 
from 995. dirvyov peépos, the double function. 

1016, 1017 These inept verses I hold to be interpolated. 

1030, 1031 There seems to be interpolation, and I should 
prefer to read the two verses in one thus: ypiowua 760, iva 
BovOuret roots podwr. 
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1106 xAewai is of course intolerable. But why should it 
have been substituted for ¢évact 1 would read: oi, oi, 
yuvaikes, THY Kopyv "Epexbews. The disappearance of the first rod 
led to cAewat, expelling riv. 

1107 ééérAnoe and wavrayy cannot stand together. Nor 
indeed do I think that éxrAi7$w could bear the sense here re- 
quired in any case, for there is no real analogy between any- 
thing which could obtain here, and the, éxrAypav mAary, of 
Or. 54, I would read then: @ypdpevds vw Hea Kode exw AaBeiv. 
The explanation fyrév expelled @npayevos and led to é£érAyqoa. 

1109-1111 The words: & HivdovAe—Oypuipe6’, are I believe 
interpolated. I would read: XO. ri & éorw; OE. dpyai y’ 
amiyaptot yGovos. 

1117 LI regard as interpolated. The messenger should only 
speak one verse. So too are those singularly inept verses, 
1120, 1121. 1116-1119, is a short stichomythia between the 
messenger and the Chorus. 

1135, 1136 odrgas and Biov should be restored. dxrivas 
teXevtdcas PBiov, ‘the expiring rays.’ But I should prefer to 
read, as in Beck’s index, dxrivos, so that reAevtwoas should agree 
with Sodas, understanding by dxrivos, 7Aiov. ‘Axris is used very 
much in this sense in Soph. 7'rach. 615, where axis Oepuy is 
equivalent to 7Acos. 

1137, 1140 seem to me interpolated, as well as, 1138, 1139, 
though by another hand. Jon did not entertain the whole 
people of Delphi but his friends. Compare 663-665. 

1146 This verse is perfectly correct. tai ipavrat ypdypacw, 
are embroideries worked on an outlined pattern. 

1150, 1151 I would read: dcetpuros oyov | fvyiow éraddev. 
avepwro oyov, Was corrupted to, dveipwrov dyov, and fvyios to 
fvyots. The chariot of the sun had two cepadopo and two 
fvywt, the chariot of the moon only two {vy.ou. 

1154 Note the intransitive use of otpédw. ypvorjper should 
certainly be read with Stephanus. 

1168-1171 I think there is much interpolation. I would 
read; as 6’ érAnpwhy odhiow | Yvyy, tTapeAbwv mpérBus és pécov 
aweoov. Interpolation would account for the defective state of 
1171 where dards is supplied by Reiske. Note rédov used in the 
sense of ‘ floor,’ as it seems also to be in A. F. 1304. 


Ci 
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1185, 1186 Here I think there is interpolation, and I would 
read in one verse : 6 dact dotvar dappaxov déorowar ol. 

1187, 1188 I think 1188 is interpolated and that we should 
read 1187 thus: év yepoty 3’ ws efye ve. vey, TO TeDyos. 

1213-1215 There seems to be something wrong here, éyové’ 
in 1214, and wy in 1215, give no satisfactory sense. I would 
read: etfis 6’ épewva mpeoBuv arAays AaBwv, in 1213, omitting 
1214 as interpolated, and reading dAovs for, ob6y in 1215, 

1222-1224 zerpoppidys is only found here, and it cannot be 
right, for Creusa was to be stoned, not thrown from the rock 
(compare 112), though no doubt that was a form of punishment 
in use at Delphi. I would read then: AeAdéy 3 dvaxres wpirav 
Uybw pea | Oaveiv eur déoroway, ws avaxTopots K.T.A. 

1253 Note the MS. reading dxwy for oikwv. The disappear- 
ance of ¢ before « led to éxeiy and dkwy. Compare note on 746. 

1254 See note on Or. 610. 

12'75-1278 It is all very well to place these verses after 
1281, but I believe they are simply interpolated. 

1288 I would read : zatpos ws cinv, Aéyo. ‘ But I was, I say, 
granting that I am my father’s now.’ uis etyv was, I suppose, 
corrupted to otciav. 

1296-1299 which Nauck would place after 1303, I believe 
to be interpolated. 1300 certainly answers most pertinently 
to 1295. 

1304 I should be disposed to read for, ratpixijs otk, watpdbev 
ov yis. The expl., ék tarpos, led I suppose to, ratpixys, and dis- 
appearance of yjs. , 

1307 This verse as it stands is obscure and unsatisfactory. 
Perhaps we should read : tiv ovyv, éret oy, pyntep’ ara voviere. 
Address that warning to your mother, inasmuch as she is your 
mother. Creusa after pointing out to Ion, that his father was a 
penniless adventurer, hints that his mother, by the fact of her 
being so, is unworthy to enter the temple. The expl. éori, 1 
suppose, expelled aira. 

1314-1318 The repetition of, (few éypiv, and, xabigew éypny 
(1314-1317) points to interpolation, I would read: od rovs pev 
addikovs' ove yap Wavew Karov | Peay wovnpay yeipa’ tors 6€ 
y' evdixous | ipa xabioat ypyv, pyde roir’ eyev icov «x.7.A, 
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1322, 1323 are manifestly interpolated. 

1325 I would read: d\dd Acyipecbd y’. P. C. read otv 
Aeyoper6’. Disappearance of y' led to the intrusion of otv. 

1326 I can see no reason for reading als for ws. 

1333, 1334 Note example of Rule 3. 


1352 A mark of interrogation should be placed at the end of 
this verse. 


1353-1357 1354, could never have been written by 
Euripides, and the passage, AaBav—aitrés (1355-1357), is con- 
fused and disjointed. I would read then 1353—1357 thus: 
éret y’ 6 Sainwv Bovdcrat, Tov Kari oe x«.t.A. leaving out the rest. 
tov for ov. 

1360-1362 The words, 6rov—Aéyew, in 1360 appear to me 
to be interpolated. I would read the verses thus: odcat re 
Gvyrav 8 otis dvOpwrwv rade | Hoe yp’ éxovoay x7.A. Reading 
1353-1363 thus the Pythia will speak six verses after the 
stichomythia, as Ion (reading his speech as I do) did before it, 
for with Dindorf I reject 1364-1368. 


1380, 1381 These verses seem to me to confirm the spurious- 
ness of 1355, 1356. 


1388 I would restore the MS. reading, zor’ dv, reading how- 
ever trepBainv for trepBain. 


1395-1401 In this passage I believe, 1395, 1401, are alone 
genuine, A little reflection will I think show, that the fine 
dramatic effect intended by Euripides is satisfied by Creusa 
speaking these two verses and no more. This I say in reference 
to 1398, 1399 (1400, no one would defend), while 1396, 1597 
are clearly interpolated, 1596 is properly assigned by the MSS. 
to the Chorus, for whom it is evidently intended. 1t should be 
read thus: ovyav ob woAAGd kai rapob’ édeiod prot (P. C. wapobev 
olga wot). The interpolator, I suppose, had in his mind, that the 
choragus as the special attendant of Creusa, must have known 
of her misfortune, and been pledged by her to silence. The 
verses that follow 1405 seem to me in themselves a refutation of 
the genuineness of 1398, 1399. 


1406 I should prefer, wés ody Sewa tatra ; prowLopat. Acyw 


I regard as an interpolation, which has affected the beginning of 
the verse. 
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1416 I think we should read,  réApy yé cov, as Dindorf 
suggests. 

1424 I would restore 6écda6’, reading as (ovrws) for ws. By 
Oéoda6’ is meant what is described, 1421, 1423. A colon 
would of course have to be placed after vdacpa. 

1427 I would read: dpaxovré y' dpyyevre, the MS. reading 
being, dpaxovres apyatov Tt. 

1428-1431 These verses, which impertinently interrupt the 
verification of the proofs, I reject as interpolated. 

1523, 1524. 1524 should be rejected as spurious, odadcion 
restored in 1523, and rap@évos read there for rap(evors. | 

1537 See note on 365. 

1588 Clearly for god 6 pov should be read. 

1543 ydpous is clearly right. You could never have been 
named after any father, since I concealed my intercourse with 
your real father, Apollo. ydmovs, an euphemism. So Virgil, 
conjugium vocat. 

1555-1569 This whole passage seems to me unworthy of 
Euripides, unnecessary, impertinent, and interpolated. In 1562 
I think the interpolator intended, veuyons (P. C. vouifers) a bar- 
barous aorist from the future veuyou, 

1570 I would read: é¢’ ofcx 8’ éfevg’ appar’ cicaxovoare. The 
interpolation caused é6¢ to disappear. The MS. éfevgacf’ is I 
suppose intended for an impossible pluperfect passive, éfevfacro. 

1579-1594 I regard as one of the usual interpolations so 
often found in speeches of this kind, and which serve to display 
the learning of the interpolator. 

1602 I would read: Zovéw y' iv’ 7 doxnors Hbéws Ey. 

1607 For, évéegoperGa, which P. C. read, I would read, 
exdeEouer Oa. 

1608 I would read : xei apiv rotro y' obyi turTov Hv. 

1611-1613 I would read thus: racde 8’ ciwrots midas Te 
kal Geod ypyotypia | dvta ducpevy wapobev dopévws Tpowevverw. 

1615 I believe Athene leaves the stage at this verse, and I 
would read 1616 thus: KP. & rékvov ore(ywpev olkous. IQ. oretx 
édevona 6’ éyw, leaving out 1617, and assigning the first half of 
1618 to Creusa, 
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8 @coxAvpevos with synizesis of Geo is the only form of the 
name admissible in tragedy, just as the same rule obtains with 
NeorrdAcuos. In 1168 I would read: @eoxAvpevos ode waits cos 
mpocevvérw rarep, and in 1643 : @eoxdupeve, rhode yas K.T.A. 


9, 10 I would reject the words, 6r:—dujveyx’, as interpolated. 


11 The MS. reading is «fdos. I would read: cidovs, rd pytpos 
ayAaicp’, éxovepov. Her mother’s darling, named Eido, because 
of her beauty. I regard,or’ 7jv Bpédos, as an explanation. 


12 IL would read érei 6’ és dxpiy HAGev wpaiwy yapwv, wpatwr 
being the MS. reading. 78yv I regard as an explanation. 


16 I would read with Arist. ¢uoi, not that it matters much, 
but I think on the whole the text of the Helena we find in 
Arist. is more correct than that of C. 


27, 28 I find in these verses some confirmation of my reading 
of Troades 931. 


69 As Teucer well knows he is in Egypt and Mas come for the 
express purpose of consulting Proteus’ daughter, I think we 
should read thus: Ipwréws yap olkwy agi’ os mpocvexacat, agva 
agreeing with what follows in 70, 


74-77, 79, 81, 82, 85-88 seem to me all interpolated, and 
contrary to the mind of Euripides. Teucer does not let Helen 
know whom he takes her for, or utter the absurd threats he is 
credited with. The words in 71, 72, are spoken aside and un- 
heard by Helen, who only notices the looks and gestures of 
abhorrence with which Teucer regards her. 85-88, are sufficiently 
condemmed by their intrusion into the stichomythia while the 
corruptions in 74, 76, 77, are indications of interpolation, inter- 
polated verses being frequently carelessly and illegibly scrawled 
on the margin, It will be noted that all runs smoothly and 
naturally, when the verses in question are left out. 


108, 110 I regard as interpolated. Helen carefully avoids 
recognising her doubleas Helen, Compare115. How feeble too 
is 110, 7 


116 I would read: Mevé\eds ye raviryy x7.A. 
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121, 122 I regard as interpolated. See Dindorf's note 
on 122, 

123 Here I would read: yy 8 & olka rade MeveAcws ape. ; 
Helen would not acknowledge her double us the wife of Menelaus. 
édpaptt I regard as an explanation of rds. 

126 I should prefer : xeivos y’ dgavros. 

131 Note that the MS. reading is MevéAaov. 

150 I would prefer to read, rediow, for Sadapiva, regarding 
the latter as an interpolation. 

155 Dindorf says, delet Nauckius, He must mean 154. I 
would read 153, 154, thus; idety, dweors 6 év hovats Onpoxrdvois. 
The expression dovais @ypoxrévors is certainly suspicious, but 1% 
seems to me the reason of his absence would be given. Perhaps 
we should read: drecri 6 agua Kvoiv Oypoxrovots. 

277 I would read: os 8’ as dyela tas TUyas dyer poves, and In 
278, méots 706’ Héwv Kat p’ dmadAdgwv Kax@v. Hesychius has : 
OXELA TOVTLA 4) GyKUpA Tapa TO GyYELY Ev TOVTW TUS Vas ; but the 
correct reading appears to be, dyeéa wovria. dyxvpa then I regard 
as an explanation of dyeéa. 

283 Perhaps we should read: wapOeveverar waAau. rod May 
be borrowed from Andr. 348, The fem. is contra metrum, and 
the neuter is intolerable. Jt is possible however that 282, 253, 
are interpolated. 

288 Paley suggests : xApOpors Gy eipyouev pe, and then observes 
“We cannot however read this because of »’ in 289.’ But I 
would read there: MevéAewy é\Gety pera, ‘ had come in search of 
Menelaus.’ 

291 There is no use in trying to patch up such a verse as this ; 
it is simply interpolated. 

292 I should prefer: viv 6’ otros ott gor’ «7A, 

297 C. reads cat ro op éori, for which I would conjecture 
To Te cuvecrbiew. 

298 wis—xadds. Stephanus’ emendation, ras Oavou’ ay ov, 
for C.’s mpofavoiy’ Gv ov, is acceptable, but the corrupt state of these 
words, and the interpolated verses that follow, cast a doubt on 
the genuiness of the clause in question. I think we should read, 
298, 303, in one verse thus: @aveiy xpdtirov ovmwep 7AGomev 
KaKOY, 


310 I would read: kai rotpradiy ye rovde raAnOy cad. 


EUR. HEL. - 173 


325, 326 I consider the clause, réAn6j—roicde, to be inter- 
polated. 


388, 389 There is no lacuna, but the words, #vix'—éro/ets, are 
interpolated, 

390 1 would read: rpiv ‘Arpea ye watépa yevvncai o° mor. 
Corruption of yevvpra: o euov to yervncal pov led to what we 
read, 

895 I would read: orparyAaroivre, mpds Biav pév ovdapydas, and, 
dpfavf, in 396. ripavvos ot peév, must I think have been in- 
tended in 395, It seems clear however that Agammenon and 
Menelaus must be referred to as leaders, and so the dual is 
required, Possibly in 394, we ought to read, xwry otparov 
vo K.T.A. 

401,402 The. words ypévov—érepoa, must be interpolated, 
compare 775, 776. 

405-408 The repetition,rarpas, rarpay, (405, 407), and of the 
phrase, warpav pode, which occurs in 402, makes me think we 
should read, 407, 408, thus: elonAfe Aaidos, viv d€ vavayos Talas 
K.T.A. 

418 Ought we perhaps to read, é6vpiav, for, dnfiav? The word 
is certainly suspicious. 

422 Restoring the MS. éxBodos, I would read, aurioyoua 
(& dpmrioyxopa). 

433, 434 There is certainly something wrong here. I think 
we should read in 434, apedAnu exounev av. 

441,442 Both these verses are corrupt, the first manifestly 
so. Perhaps we should read: & ypaia, rov6’ dfotver’ ot aAdws 
Aeyers | ciorer yes weiwowar yap, dAAG dos Adyov. ery in 441 I 
regard as an explanation. In 442 no good sense can be got out 
of éfeo7t, and as for dos Adyov, it gives the sense required with 
little violence to the text, involving practically only the change 
of one letter. 


445 Euripides could hardly have written, wpoceikcc. Perhaps 
placing d@ extra metrum we should read: py po. ci mpoodepe 
xepa. K.7.A. 

448 [ would read: aixpis av dyyeActy poe covs olvat Adyous. 
ye is not required, but we would easily disappear between ayyeActy 
and govs. I see no reason for changing rixpas to mexpovs, 
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460 I think we should read after Aristophanes (Zhesm. 874), 
IIpwréws 7a8° éori, This removes the difficulty involved in 
OlKEl, 

492,493 are I think interpolated. They are not needed being 
supplied by 495. 


504 seems to me manifestly interpolated, independent of the 
incorrect form MevéAaos, which is an indication of this. 


505-509 The words éye:—podéaxdy (505-508) I regard as 
interpolated. They involve indeed an absurdity, for once Mene- 
laus had presented himself to the king, there would be no escape 
left if he proved hostile. Note that the MS. reading in 505, 
506, is €ye de rot | Guoods x.7.A. The hiatus then, tpoopeva: éyet, 
is a proof there is something wrong, for there is no probability 
in the emendation adopted by Dindorf. I would read then thus : 


eva Oopur avaxta, kal Ta rpdadopa K.T.A. 


511 I should prefer: ddAous TUPAVVOUS GUTOV OVTa, Koipavor. 
Bac.iea I regard as an explanation. Soin Jph, 7. 1080 P, has 
Tipavvos contra metrum for xoipavos. 


530-532 There seems to bea good deal of interpolation in 531 
and d\aoc$a in 532 is clearly out of place. I would read the 
passage thus: # wavr’ dAnOas of6’* euov 3 éfn toow | Lyv, adda 
topOpovs puplous wemAeuxora K.7.A. 

557 I would read asin Thesm. 905: & Oeol, tiv’ ovw cicopa ; 
vis el, yuvat; and omit 559, 560 as spurious, since they are 
unrepresented there. That we owe 561 to Aristophanes shows 
the kind of text we have to deal with in the Helena. 


564 In Thesm. 910, the MS. reading is: éy® 6¢ MevéAaov ooa 
y ék Tav adivwy. Suidas: éyw de MeveAcwv ooov ex Tov idvwv. 
(s.v. idvov). I would read then there: éya d€ MevéAew o’ otv, oo” 
éx tav y' idvwv, and here: éyw 6€ MeveAew o’ ovv, Oo €x THS yy’ 
owews. For the Scholiast. of Arist. has: déov elmetv, éx tov 
éwéeov. The MeveAewy of Suidas, I take to have arisen from a 
corruption of MevéAew o’ otvy. Note that in 7hesm. 901, the MS, 
reading is MevéAaov for which Dindorf rightly reads, MevéAewv 
(trisyllable). I would observe too that in Thesm, 867 the MS. 
reading is MevéAaos, for which Dindorf reads MevéAewy (quadri- 
syllable), But the copyists only change Mevé\ews to Mevédaos, 
when it is a trisyllable or a vocative. I would readthen Zhesm, 


EUR. HEL, 175 


867 thus: otuds wopevOels otdérw mpocrépyerar (Compare Hel. 
49-51) regarding Mevé\aos as an explanation of woou éuos. In 
Aves 509 Mevedaos is quite correct, for it occurs in anapaestics. 

565 I would read dp’ for yap, as in Thesm. 911, 

577,578 These corrupt and feeble verses I reject as inter- 
polated. 

580 I have continually to observe that oa cannot be elided. 
The MS. reading is ca y’, I would read: éppar’ 7} cebevr. Com- 
pare Lucian Dialog. Marin. 4, ad fin, His words are: voix oida, 
® Mevédae, tri ay dAAw mirtevoaas toils éavrod dmirav. Lucian 
seems to have had the verse before us in his mind, and his rots 
€avrov suggests oéev. 

587 I would read: ras copa 8 évbad’ jv cov év Tpoia O dpa. mas 
cépa 6’ was corrupted to 7Hs otv dv, and adv disappeared before 
év. Helen’s answer confirms the reading capa. 

998 I would read: MevéAews, pareiwy as oe Kiyyava poXts. 
‘With what difficulty do I find you.’ 

607 I think we should read this verse thus: Acrotea 6’ avrpov 
eva voi od’ éowfouev, and in 608, rocdvd’ éXeEev. We thus get 
rid of weuvov, which is certainly objectionable. Disappearance 
of 3 in 607, would account for what we read. 

609 I would read éco: 7’ for wavres 7’. All the Trojans 
were to be pitied, but only such Greeks as lost their lives. 

613 The MS, reading is warép’, not raAw. The verse is, I 
think, spurious. 

621 I would read here: fvppayotor o@ roca, for oO mocer cal 
fvppadyors, and ols ddyv, in 620. ddyv is the MS. reading, for 
which Dindorf has parny. 

675 “Hpa is no doubt an explanation in 674, but it does not 
follow it should be used to patch up this verse. The MS. reading 
is tivwy, and ri vev, does not commend itself. I would read : 
tive tiow (from riots) xpylovra mpocdbeivat Kaxiiv; kaxov is the 
MS. reading. 

679 tid’ ék xpiceds cor ravi’ Edny’ “Hpa xaxov ; ti; why? The 
MS. reading is: ri 6’ és xpiow cow ryvd’ eOny’. és xpicw, arose 
from the common corruption of ék to eis. 

705 is certainly interpolated, for Menelaus should only speak 
one verse. Perhaps Hartung is right in rejecting the ri dys that 
follows extra metrum, 
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719 is strangely expressed. The order is: viv 6’ éyet avropa- 
ta TayaGa mpdéas ebrvyéorara. I hardly think Euripides would 
have written such a verse. I should be disposed then to read 
718, 719 thus: oreidwy pév oder, adrdpara d€ mdvr Eye, 

751 otd’ “EAevos is a conjecture of Porson’s, the MS, reading : 
being otdé ye. I believe the verse to be interpolated, and that 
752 which Dindorf rejects is genuine. 
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755, 757 I suspect are interpolated, very likely from some 
other play or plays,and I would read in 756: xotdeis érAotryo”’ 
éumupots av dpyos wv, rejecting them, 

770, 771 There is certainly interpolation in these verses. I 
would read: pidwy, A€éywv 6 axayvoy dAyoimy bis av. This ay 
would then apply to éurAxjoait in 769, where I would restore the 
MS. ot yap. 

775 The MS. reading is éviavcrov. I would read év vavelv ay. 


785, 786 are I think interpolated. 787 answers admirably 
to 784, and the style of 785 is sufficient to cast suspicion on it. 

810 I should prefer otros for obrw, and in 811 I would read 
ov cot for elo. For dévvar’ in 811 weare indebted to Stobaeus, 
C. reading ddvvarov. 

825 The MS. reading is ei r&s, which I would restore. It is 
a mistake to suppose that «i av with opt. is inadmissible. Com- 
pare Jed. 941, | 

829 I would read \afovre 5 ot. The MS. reading is AaOpa 3° 
éu0d which seems to be meant for AdOpa de pu. 

833, 834 are I believe interpolated. 835 answers forcibly 
and pertinently to 832, when they are left out. 

839, 840 I believe to be interpolated, and imitated from 
Ale. 375, 376. Note that in 838 the MS. reading is trois viv 
not roivuv. ois viv, I believe to be intended for rijs viv, for which 
I would read rijode. de would disappear before degias. Rejecting 
then 839, 840, I restore the MS. reading reAevrjow, in 840, 

847-849 oid’—draida. This connects ill with di—éya (849, 
850) and does not seem to me to be in the style of Euripides. 
Note too that the MS. reading in 849 is rov @ncéws re waida. 
Rejecting them then as interpolated, I would read 850 thus: ov« 
dfwoas dua Sdwapta xarGavety. 


854 We should surely read é¢' with anastrophe. 
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858-862 The words crurei—Av6évrwv (859, 860) should clearly 
precede éxBaivee—Q@eovdy (858, 859). I regard then the latter as 
interpolated, and would endeavour to restore the passage thus : 
StwAduerGa, Mevédews xruret Sopos | kAyOpwv Avbevrwv: Hedy’ drip 
ti dhevxtéov ; | kod yap wapoica @eovdn o” ddvypeévor | detp’ older 
@ dveryvos, as drwAopyv. The intrusion of é«Paiver «.7.A. led to 
the expulsion of @eovoy, in 861, and to the verse being patched 
up as we find it. I have also to observe that diarpaccopa seems 
only used in the sense here required in the perf. past. d:arerpay- 
peévos, and not in the ind, perf. 


863, 864 I regard these verses as interpolated. They connect 
ill with what goes before, and would rather suggest drdAov than 
dzwAopunv. Moreover it seems to me that as Helen speaks 862 
Theonoe passes out of the house on to the stage, reducing her to 
silence. 


866 I would read: ceicov 6 cepvod péerov és aibépos pvydv. 
aifépos pzvyov, the zenith, The MS. reading is: Gefov 6@ cepvod 
Gecpov aid€pos puxav. 


886 I would read: 76 wadAos riod’ Exar puyeyrots -ydpors. 
“EXévys ovvex’, has arisen from an explanation of rijocde, and disap- 
pearance of pu led to pyros, when zpiapévy suggested dvyrois (the 
MS. reading). Compare pimyparos in 875, which is read with 
certainty for rizjparos, where possibly the same idea of purchase 
may have intruded itself. 


892 Scaliger’s emendation produces a sense no doubt, but 
hardly a satisfactory one. The whole speech from 876 is 
addressed to Menelaus, and as I believe this verse too. I would 
read: ti dys; adeApo vraifa oypavd o° ena | wapdvr’ x.t.A. 
‘What say you? Shall I announce that you are present here to 
my brother?’ Note that the MS. reading is onpavi 7 éyo. o’ 
dropped out before the é of ¢ug, and was supplied by y’. The 
absence of o’ caused the insertion of rdvde, and expulsion of 
évratéa. So too ri dys, was corrupted to ris «is, the MS. 
reading. 


894 Helen not suffering Menelaus to answer, pleads herself 
on his behalf, 
913 The MS. reading being dv drodoty roré, we should, I think, 
simply strike out av, which can be supplied from 912, 
N 


178 EUR. HEL. 


916 As this verse is read, the Soxd pév of 917 gives the very 
opposite to the sense required. I would read then, 915, 916 
thus: wdrepov 6 Saipwv xd Oavov ra tdv réAas | AaBovre Kai Bov- 
ows’ dv drodotvat taAw. CO. has no od after 7, which is supplied 
by Canter. Reading thus Soxi pé& gives the sense it ought 
to give. 

924 I do not think there is any lacuna before this verse, but 
that 920-923 are interpolated, and that we should read 919, 924 
thus: GAN’ otca pavris Kal Ta Gel’ yyounevy | thy GONav ey’ x.7.2. 
Note that in 922 C. reads dicyy not xdpuv. 

929,930 929 is defective at the end. oré is due to Nauck. 
Aldus reads rad. I think there is interpolation, and I would 
read the two verses thus: jv 8’ “EAAdS’ 2AOw, yvdvres ws Téxvats 
Oedv x.7.X. 

936 I should prefer to read: wei pév xatardayeis 08’ év mupa 
*r€On. Disappearance of & before 6 led I suppose to xarerdayn 
(for so C. reads, not xareorddy) and intrusion of davwy. 


955 C. reads éuyy, which I would restore, not éyv. 


958 is I think as much interpolated as 957, and I would 
read in 959: ar’ dé x.7.X. . 
961 For 7é6w I would read 7rdée. 


962, 963 I would read in one verse: & yépov, drait® thy éunv 
Sdpapra ce, rejecting, 6s—dzddos, as interpolated. 


973, 974 I would reid: 4 ryvd’ avdyxacdv ye OeoreBovs 
‘matpos | wy noow daveicay tap aw av Sodvac r€xy. py Hoocw 
corrupted to peifw led to xpeioow, which C. reads, as also y’ 
evoeBovs in 973 and rap’ drododva: in 974. 


993 I would read: xretv’, ei doxe? cor, cot yap od KaAds KTeveis. | 
The expl. of, od xadds, SvoxAeds, borrowed from 1001, got into 
the text. The second cof too not improbably disappeared. 


998-1000 I look on the words, cai BovAopat | Prd 7’ evav- 
Tv, as an interpolation, and would read thus: éyw mépuxa rT 
eboeBetv xov marpos av | KA€os pudvay’, ovde x.7.A., reading in 1001 
with C. davyoopar 

1006 What probability is there that Kvmpis should be altered 
to the MS. reading xdépis? I would read here: 4 xdpis 6’ euy, 

But the favour is mine,’ omitting 1007 as interpolated, as. 
Dindorf justly holds 1008 to be. 
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1022 ©. reads: ri efodov y’ edpicxere. This to my mind 
points to, etpicxere, being an explanation, and I would read: tiv’ 
éfodov Gypevere. 

1032 I would read: MevéAews, 70 viv wpds rapbevov ceoworpeba. 
To viv opposed to the rotvGévde of 1033, 

1033 1 would read: rotvOévde det 5 rots AGyous dhépovTa ce 
x.t.A. Corruption of, det, to dy, led to, yoy. Further once de 
became 67, it was clear d¢ could not follow it. 


1041-1045 It is to be noted that C. assigns the words, 
dovuvatov elas, (1043) to Helen, and they do not satisfactorily 
nunswer to what precedes, when attributed to Menelaus. I 
think then they have taken the place of something that has 
disappeared at the beginning of the verse, and that they should 
be substituted in 1045 for, ot dv o’ avaryor. They will then 
give a perfectly satisfactory sense, while for, cryjoeev av, I 
would read, ovyjoee o” dv. Note that the MS. reading is, ov« dv 
dvacyour, and that while a’ is clearly required, it would much 
more naturally drop out after ovyjoee than after avy. The 
interpolator I take it wrote, ot« av 0’ dvacyorr’. As to what has 
dropped out in 1043, I would suggest, axove 6 adfis, Compare 
1035. Just as Helen rejects Menelaus’ proposal to kill Theocly- 
menus as impracticable in 811, so here she treats his idea of 
hiding himself in the house for the same purpose as equally so. 


1051-1056 1051, 1052, are confused and corrupt, and 
though it may be a stale device in tragedy, that a person should 
be supposed to be dead, who afterwards turns out to be alive, it is 
hardly appropriate for Menelaus (1056) to say so. Note too 
that C. assigns 1056 to Helen. 1053, 1054, moreover appear to be 
very little to the purpose. I would read then the passage thus : 
ME. xakos ev dpvis, 7) Gavav Adyw Oaveiv. | cwrnpias bé Todt’ Exe 
ri vav aos; rejecting the rest. 

1068 ovyxadjow, which signifies, ‘let down into the sea along 
with you,’ must of course not be connected with év cxdde, which 
should be construed with fvurAeiooua. A mark of interroga- 
tion should be placed at the end of the verse, as Helen’s words 
in 1069 show. 


1089 I would read yepds with Dobree for ypoos. 


1100 I hold with Nauck to be interpolated, and so too are, 
1103, 1104. 


N 2 
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1168 see note on 9. 

1196 I would read: woos éuds. MevéAaos an expl. as in 
Thesm. 867. 

1201 I would read; podo 8’ dp’ ds of’ ey xpylwo podeiy, 
‘May he depart as I wish him to depart,’ that is in safety. 
The words are spoken aside. C. reads ds without od’. of od’ is 
due to Dobree, 


1208 For 6avdrw I would read wérpw. 
1215, 1216 I believe are interpolated. 


1218-1221 These verses are a manifest interpolation, What 
they contain is absolutely idle and purposeless, while 1222 
naturally and properly answers to 1217. Moreover what does 
Theoelymenus know of Helen’s double? Again vedeAy never 
seems to be used of the false Helen, except twice in jest by the 
old sailor in 706, 750 (for 705 is interpolated since it is plain 
Menelaus should only speak one verse), She is always, etdwAoyv. 
It is true we find in 1135, vedéAav év vaveivy aywv, but it is im- 
mediately followed by, e(dwAov ipov "Hpas, and the passage where 
it occurs (1132-1136) is certainly corrupt. It clearly refers to 
Menelaus reaching Malea on his return from Troy, and being 
driven off the coast by contrary winds. See Odys. 3. 286 seq. 
In 1132, BapBapov crodas, is evidently corrupt. I would read 
1132 thus: dAipeva 6’ Euotev dpea Tpwias oradcis. For euodev 
compare 1117. éoAev was expelled by the explanation of dpea, 
MaXea. Tpwias, from Troy. Tpwias oradets: oradeis was cor- 
rupted to oroAds, which suggested BapBapov oroAas. Compare 
BapBdpw wAara in 1125, For vedéAay in 1135 I would read, 
MevéAas. Thus we get a satisfactory sense and construction, for 
we want the name of the man, who did all this. Whether 
vedéAay was an explanation of eidwAov, or arose from pe disappear- 
ing, I cannot say. The object of the chorus is to show, how the 
false Helen brought trouble on Paris, Menelaus, the Greeks, 
every one she had to do with. 





1225 I would read: ¢didos yap éor' €6', dowep qv zor 
&Od8 dv. . 

1228 which has absolutely no connexion with what Helen 
says in 1227, answers properly to 1225. 1226, 1227 are then 
interpolated. @avety is read by C. in 1227, but Jacobs’ emend- 
ation, Aaety, seems certain, For od in 1228 I would read coi, 
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1229 I would read: rov @avovr’ ox’ éav; Is it fitting to 
neglect him who is dead? ox’ was corrupted to ovk. 

1234, 1235 are I think interpolated. Helen has already 
consented to marry Theoclymenus, and 1235 gives no answer to 
the éri ra of 1234, but simply repeats 1233 in another form. 


1286 Perhaps we should read, éd@p& 76 veixos otv «.t.A. 
Comp. Phoen. 264. 

1246 I would read zés 8y for més “ or perhaps, was & ; 
eA\AcA cia. 


1257-1259 1257 and 1259 seem to me interpolated, and I 
would assign 1258 to Menelaus, reading it thus: odafew pev 
ayely lrarev 7) TaAUpOV VOMOS. 

1270 ri 5), and éx rivos, cannot wellstand together. I would 
read éx Tov 6€ voumov Touro yat EAAas oéBet ; 

1286 I think there is no lacuna, and that we should read: 
Tpvxou' moos ods MevéAews éyer wétpmov, and in 1287, radw for 
Toots. geavTyy bas arisen from an explanation, tpvye ceavriy. 
Ald. reads rpvyou ov. 

1289 I would read with Hartung, fvvevvov for téow xpy, and 
change the colon after veav: in 1288 to a comma. 


1297, 1298 Striking out the words, oix—eiepyerjow oc’, as 
interpolated, I would read, rvyév, in 1296, and, éo@jr’ dweupor, 
in 1297. Thus Menelaus and Helen speak six verses each. 


1374, 1375 I agree with Dindorf that 1374 is interpolated, 
and as the text stands, there appears no doubt to be a lacuna. 
I would however read 1375, 1376 thus: xai pay kabyoew eis aN’ 
dpeNXov woots | ord’, €euBarav «t.A. Kal wyv, appropriately indicates 
that at this moment Menelaus appears on the stage, where he takes 
& position in the back-ground. dois was expelled from 1375 by 
the interpolated verse 1374. I am also of opinion that the 
interpolator wrote revyy, as the dvjpracev of the text indicates, 
and as Barnes suggests. For if év r’yy had been the original 
reading we should surely have found, avyprac’. Reading, revyn, 
however leaves the verse without a caesura, which is enough to 
condemn it. 

1385-1389 Lhold the words xai c¢—zoré (1387-1389) to be 
interpolated, and I would read 1585, 1386, thus: cvyyréov 3’. a6’ 


1 i n 4 4 uw - 
exrepa yap ovv xepoiv | ydjous éroipovs Tovs euois Eyew Soar. 
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(otv, 6 év). There is no indication in anything that follows of any 
idea of delivering the chorus being entertained by Helen, and it 
is clear it would be impossible. A similar interpolation of like 
import is found in the Iphigeneia among the Tauri, where the 
denouement resembles that which we find here. I will deal with 
the passage in question in its place. There the idea turns up 
again on two occasions, but in both manifestly from inter- 
polatation. 

1409 I think we should read: xdoi rw’ epyerat yap és rUxnv 
rdde. It was disappearance of the i of xdyoi before = led to what 
we read. 

1443 Here I would read: €Axover 6’ ajpiv opO.ov tas Evqbopas. 
The MS. reading is pos deras, intended no doubt for zpos 
\éras, and substituted metri gratia for wpds alos, an explanation 
of dp6iov' pods alos is an ordinary expression for, in adversum, 
which zpos A€ras is not, for no example can be adduced. See 
Lid. and Scott. s.v. opfios, and compare Xen, Anab. 4.12. odd 
yap paov opGiov dpayet ievat. 

1447 I regard as certainly interpolated, and so I suspect are 
1448-1450, If we retain them and reject 1447, we must read 
Aurpav 7’ for kai Avrp’ in 1448. The MS. reading is xal Avmpa y’. 
Leaving out 1447-1450, Menelaus will speak six verses to 
Theoclymenus’ twelve. 

1493 The MS. reading is Mevé\aos, and MevéAews is as In- 
admissible here as MevéAaos in iambics. I would suggest, y6ovos 
avag. MevéAaos an explanation. 

1512-1514, 1512 is no doubt interpolated, but so too is 
1513. I-would read 1514, thus: AT, dvagé—. QE. ti 8’ éorw; 
AD. GAN’ dp’ éxrovety oe xp7 «7A. and prnoteipad’ for yuvaixds 
in 1515. 

1517 L would read: MevéAcds od’ éxeivos «7A, 

1523-1525 I think Theoclymenus should only speak two 
verses. I would read then: ot yap 7ATiwa | tocovcde vaviras piav 
imepopapety Yépa. 

1535, 1536 I regard these verses as interpolated. In 1535 
however for, eis &v jv, I would read éfle. The tof tu though 
rarely shortened is yet capable of being so. 

1546 is I suspect interpolated. The MS. reading is dxovra, 
not drovra, but I do not doubt it is rightly corrected. I think 


—=—— 
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however 1543, 1544 have been tampered with. I would read: & 
Tddaves, ot Opaicavres ijKere oxados, and ay’ for dp’ in 1545, restor- 
ing the MS, reading fvydrrere. Perhaps too instead of rejecting 
1546, we should read: év Tuvddperos de kevotadel kopy, regarding 
dzdvra aS an explanation of xevoradet brought in from the 
margin. . 

1548 I would read, xrepicpara. I think the évdAua KTEpio para. 
of 1391 has suggested to some one to coin the word zovricpara. 
See Dindorf's note. 

1564 I would read: zpoxepos apfy and dacyavos in 1563, 
‘And his sword at the same time appeared ready drawn,’ The 
MS. reading is, aeet. 

1567-1568 are inconsistent with what goes before, and 
clearly interpolated. Probably the interpolator regarding the 
resistance of the bull as ill-omened, inserted these verses in order 
tosupply a certain presage of the divine favour. Compare 
Aristocles (Anth. Jacobs.) rov é€ dyéAns yap ded | tadpov, by 
ok aipovo’ dvépes ovde dexa, TovTov ypais oteiyovTa povy jdvov 
ovatos €Axet | Tovd’ éxi Bwpov: 6 0’ ws parepe mais EweTat. cov TdOE, 
Adpartep, cov 76 obevos. 

1575 The emendation, pod, cannot stand. I would read: 
fuyd 6 dp’ é&exipwAaro. The MS. reading, dpOpia, I hold to have 
arisen from an explanation, édpia, corrupted to, ofpia. There are 
other corruptions here, xeAevorov in 1576 having become, 
xeAevfouv. 





1580 oo having disappeared after oi the copyists supplied 
pot, for no other reason it would seem than because it makes 
nonsense. 


1586-1587 Here I would suggest that we should read: 
jicac’ éx’ dxras Navmdias pe rivie re | Sduapr’ dovdov «.7.A., 
cwoar’ being an explanation of piceac@’ which got into the text. 
ex ys for éx riod ys is not very satisfactory, and it is unneces- 
sary. On the other hand ryvée is appropriate, for as he invoked 
Poseidon Menelaus would point out Helen by a gesture. 

1590 I would read: cla dy, néAeve ov x.t.A. ela by, was 1 
suppose corrupted to tay, and the verse was patched up by pre- 
fixing vag, or ag. See Dindorf's note. 


1597 For, Aciecfov, I would read, @accov. Disappearance of 
@ after & of tis led to Aocor, and dotcrGor. 
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1611 For dvaé I would read MevéAews. Anything but 
MevéAews (trisyllable) is the rule of the copyists. 


1620 I would read: MevéAewv av, Gvaé. The second ay seems 
required. Butit seems to me not improbable that these verses 
should be continued t6 the messenger, in which case I would read 
yap for wor’ in 1619. 


1627-1641 The verses which are hereabsurdly attributed to 
the chorus plainly belong to the messenger, and how it could 
occur to any one to suppose them spoken by a woman, is to me 
incomprehensible, Dindorf has this note on 1630. Notandum 
masculinum numeri singularis de choro mulierum dictum, In 
any case it is said not of the chorus but the choragus. Whether 
what he says is true or not I cannot tell, but this is not an 
example, 


1640 Perhaps we should read: dad’ éue wpd yap decroriv. 
as is not often used for ydép, except after an imperative. C. 
reads €ué> mpo deomoror. : 


1643 See note on 9. 


1653, 1654 I regard as interpolated. é\Geiv in 1655, 
depends on the éypyyv of 1651. 


1659 I would reject with Nauck. 


1671 I regardas spurious, Nothing can be harsher than the 
way xAefas in 1672 has to be construed with, Swdprys, if we 
retain it. 

1673 For dpovpot I would read, @opixov, and axryv with a 
small 4. Compare Strabo p. 399. wpoxeira: wey... mpo tov @opiov 
(such is the MS. reading for which Casaubon rightly reads 


@opikov) Kat Tod Lovviov vywos Edevy. 


1684, 1685 seem to me interpolated. They are bad in 
themselves, and they involve a prodigious piece of impertinence 
on the part of Theoclymenus. Moreover he compliments Helen, 
in 1686, 1687, in a more becoming manner. But | regard it as 
not improbable that they too are interpolated. 
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1 I would read: & yijs éos radar, "Ivayou 6 vowp. Apyos I 
regard as an explanation, and a copula seems required. 6v may 
have disappeared after ov and led to, joa. 

17 I think this verse is interpolated. The repetition of the 
name Orestes after its mention in 15 is an indication of this. 
18, I also suspect. There is something displeasing in, tpodevs, 
Tpepery. 

19-21 I believe is an interpolation, and I would read in 22: 
Kewvyv O€ detoas aida py Téexoe wore, leaving out 19-21, Note 
that watdas “Apyetwy is the MS. reading, and zowdropas in 23. 

26 is also in my opinion spurious, and in 27 I would read : 
Kraveivy €BovAevo’, oioad' Gddpwr duws. C. reads, craveiv od’ éBov- 
AevoavT, Guodpuv O ouws. ode is unnecessary, and we are better 
without it. 

35-38 is in my opinion as much interpolated as 40-42, which 
Kirchhoff rejects. 

44 Dindorf says Nauck rejects this verse, but that is im- 
possible, unless he rejected 45 as well, and read in 46, eivy 
katyoxuv’, «.7.A. L should prefer to read here: wapfévos dé dy 
‘oT ett. 

55-59 There is no doubt interpolation here, but I do not 
think the passage is satisfactorily dealt with by simply rejecting, 
57-59, as Nauck does. I would read 55, thus: épas 10d’ ayyos 
ws éhedpedoy kapa, and place a mark of interrogation at the end of 
56. rode seems to me out of place here. 

61 I should prefer to read: yapra, for, yaprra. 

62, 63 are I think interpolated. There is no trace anywhere 
of what is stated in 62. 

72 seems to me interpolated, 75 naturally follows 71. 

85-87 The position of, wavwAcOpos pijryp (86, 87), is singular, 
and the expression seems borrowed from 60. Also the MS. 
reading uvorypiwv in 87 is suspicious, for there is no probability 
in the emendation ypyorypiwy. I regard the clause, deiv’—ypyo- 
Thpiwv, a8 an interpolation, and I would read: zpdaccovf’ & 
mpdacow Tapa Geod d aduxduny x.t.X. 

108-110 Ishould prefer to read: dyOos hépovear émi kexappév 
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Kapa’ eloped’, qv re tHod eros SeEdueba, omitting 111 as inter- 
_polated, and placing a colon after dAX’ in 107. 

219 is, I suspect, interpolated. Rejecting it I would read in 
218: devywpev, ofvov xdra ov, mpds Sdpous 8 éyw. od is not 
addressed by Electra to any attendant, for she has none, but to 
the choragus. Compare 107. Note too the 7AvOov of 168 which 
justifies ov here. The 6és of 140 suggests an attendant, but I 
would read there, 60. 


226 The MS. reading is, od caAds. I would read, ws cards. 


233-236 These verses are certainly interpolated. Electra.is. 
perfectly aware where Orestes is, nor is he a homeless fugitive,’ 
but well cared for by Strophius. 


244 For, ré da/, I would read, ri 8 ad. 


247 éivos I regard as inadmissible in Euripides in iambics. 
With Sophocles of course it is otherwise. In the only other 
instance in which it occurs (ph. 7. 798) it is not required by 
the metre, and I would read, gé’. Here then I would read: 
eynpaperO’, & Sév’, Gre Oavdowpov yapov. 

251 I would read: év rotcd’ éxetvos ods dpas vaier Sdpors. 
Orestes’ answer shows in any case that, vaie, not, vaiw, was 
originally read. I should place a mark of interrogation at the 
end of 252. Disappearance of the o’ of éxetvos, and corruption 
of ovs dpas to efopos, might account for what we read. 


253 I should prefer: mévys ye yevvaios Sé, kas fy’ cboeBys. 


266-269 seems to me interpolated, and made up from 23 
and 39. Note that in 268 the MSS. reading is, ws zaidas d70¢€ 
pe) TEKOLS ToWwdTopas. 

270, 271 are also I believe interpolated. The question in 
270 is absurd. Was Electra likely to take Aegisthus into her 
confidence, or her mother either for that matter, and how then 
was he to know? The caution too implied in 272 naturally 
follows 269. 

277 I would read wdpos for zarjp. mdpos corrupted to 
mwatpos, led 1 suppose to waryp. So Herwerden reads. 


294-296 I regard as interpolated, and made up partly from 
HF, 299-301, partly from Med. 304, 305, 


312, 313 appear to me as much interpolated as 311. 
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314 I would read thus: @pvyiow: 8’ 4 texotod pw ev oKxvdev- 
pact | Opdvw éOyrar x.r.A. LT read as Ido in 314, to get rid of 
the impossible anapaest in Ppvyiowt. pytyp éuy, is an explana- 
tion of, 7 Texoted jue. 

360 This verse is spurious. The dradoi of Orestes and 
Pylades had no existence but in the interpolator’s imagination. 

383 I would read ov pox for od yj. pot, pleonastic. 

393, 394 The clause ywpetv—évrds, is interpolated. See note 
on 360. Rejecting it we must also strike out, as, in 394. 

409-413 There is certainly much interpolation here. ¢iAov 
is quite out of place in 409, and 411 is not the sort of verse 
Euripides would write. In 413 too the MS. reading, airév rovd’, 
is suspicious, and, ddvypévov, I would read the passage thus : 
xwpGv wadayv és tpodov toipod warps, | Os dui Tavadv wdéAcos 
éxBeBdnpevos: | rotuvats duaptet, tpos Oopovs KeAeve viv K.T.A. 

489,490 xpocBacw, tpocPiva. radvde, rade, suggest inter- 
polation. I would read 489 thus: os rpéaBaow oreyy rad’ dpOiav 
éxet, and leave out 490 as interpolated. 

496,497 Here there are various objections to the text as it 
stands, The anapaest in wadawy (497) is suspicious, not to say 
impossible, and re seems excluded by the re of 496. Also the 
repetition of rade at the end of 495, 497, is offensive. I would 
read then 495-497 thus: woiuvys veoyvov Opéupa, Gnoaipirpa te 
Baxyov radauyv éfeAwy Tevyewv Tobe. 

505, 506 505 is clearly interpolated from Phoenissae 378, 
and 506 ought to follow 504. I would read then in 506: éyoi 
te matpos, Which depends on dvéuvnrev in S04. 

507, 508 are an example of Rule 3. But in 507 I think we 
should read of for cof. This gives point to the old man’s 
reply. Electra says, ‘You brought him up with no profit to 
himself.’ ‘ Yes,’ answers the old man, ‘1 brought him up indeed 
with no profit to himself, but yet I would not suffer it to be so, 
and therefore I paid him the last duties at his tomb.’ In 508 
the MS. reading is yoty not 6’ oty. Perhaps we should read 
5 ov, und yoiv for y’ otk. 

519 éavpaca is here used in a sense similar to Oavpdtets 
in 84. 

521 The MS. reading is, ypwpar’ airys. I would read then, 
Xpopa tavrys «.T.X. 


™ 


525, 526 That these verses have been tampered with there 
ean be no doubt. The spurious verses, 545, 546, were intended, 
I believe, to be inserted after 526, and I correct 525, 526, from 
them thus: «i xpumriv és yav rivd’ dv AlyisOov cxorods | Aabovra 
Tov é“ov Evryyovov boxeis poXely. 

538-540 I would read these verses thus: odk éo6’ Gaws yvotns - 
dy éfidacpa ons | xepxidos, év & vw ééxAea pr) Gaveiv; The old 
man should I think only speak two verses. 

543 The MS. reading is, viv tair’ dv, not raita viv. LI would 
read then : was otv & tore vey vo dy dpmriaxo. papy. Disappearance 
of vw before viv, and of the apzw of dyricyor, led to what we read, 

553 I would read & yivar for "HAextpa. 

998, 559 The words, worep — yapaxtip’, are  intexpolali 
Orestes should only speak one verse. 

573, 574 As the old man should speak only one verse, I 
believe the words, év tatpos—pe6’, are interpolated. 

584 is I believe interpolated. As Electra speaks two verses 
and a half (577-579) so should Orestes here. 

609-611 Note that the MS. reading in 609 is, éAwidas. The 
confused construction also suggests interpolation. I would then 
reject 609 as interpolated, reading os raAw for cat woAw in 611. 
I do not think, as I before observed on Su ss i 776, that AaBetw 
by itself can be used in the sense of, ‘recover.’ 

615 I think we should read : oid’ dv ds eAors. ‘ You would be 
no further advanced if you got within the walls.’ (Or perhaps 
el@ éXous). 

630, 631 are probably interpolated. No one could recognise 
Orestes who had been taken away as a mere child. The old man 
only recognises him by a scar. 

641, 642 are, I think, interpolated. Their style is suspicious, 
and 643 perfectly answers to 640. There is no probability in 
the emendation, év raye, for, év woo (641), The interpolator 
wrote I think, oty wocet. 

646-649 648 gives no satisfactory sense as it stands. I 
would then omit 647, and assign 646 to Orestes, reading mas 
oiv for éyd, giving 648 to Electra, and reading thus: éywy’ 
éxeiva. civ TUXy Gjow kadds. There can be no objection to Electra 
speaking two verses, for the second introduces a new stichomythia 
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between Electra and the old man. But I am in no way satisfied 
with 649 as we read it. I would read: trypereiy vay, & yépor, 
Set a’ ovv Tobe. Note that rode not dde, is the MS. reading. de? 
a’ ovv corrupted to dvotv, led, I suppose to what we read. 

656 I would read this verse thus: Aoyet’ dxovove’ clo’ éuoi 
vofayevois. ‘ When she hears of it she will come to the birth-place 
of my bastard.’ C. reads, Aoyet’, not, Ady’, and vooyyaros. For 
Noxeia in the sense of ‘place of birth,’ compare Jph, 7. 1241. 
vooyaros arose L suppose from an explanation vdfov, corrupted 
to vdcov. elo’, may have dropped out after the ove of dxovova’. 
But I hold 653, 654; 657-659; and 662 to be interpolated. 
Omitting them, placing 661 before 660, and reading 656 as 
above, 652-663 will run thus: HA. A€yo pm’ amayyeAd’ ovoay 
dpoevos toxov. ITIP. Kai dy Ti TovTo pytpt tporPadAe dovoy; HA. 
Aoxet’ dxovovo’ cio’ guod volayevois. TIP. kat pry im’ airas y’, 
cicitw Sopwv midAas. HA. éAGotca pevror dyAov ms amoAXAvTa. 
TIP. ei yap Odvoyu rotr’ idov éys wore. Thus all is plain, con- 
secutive, and consistent. In 662 I think we should read wéda 
for rode, and understand: Is it a light matter for her to take 
the road to Hades? though the interpolator may have intended, 
ovkoUv TOOE TpLKpoV TpaTécOar cis “Ardod; with the same sense, which 
however would be decisive against the genuineness of the verse. 

671-684 Nothing I think can be more confused and interpo- 
lated than this passage as it is given in the text. I think it 
should be read thus: OP. & Zev watpwe xai tporai’ éyOpav euiv. 
HA. “Hpa re Bupoy i) Mouxynvaiwy xkparets. OP. vikny dds jyiv el 
Sika’ airovpeOa, HA. dos dnra warpos totode Tyswpov dixnv. OP. 
ov 7 ® Kdtw yas avociws oikay matep,—HA. dpvy’ ayvve toicde 
didtarots réxvots. OP. axovoas @ deiv’ @& eins pytpos mada ; 
HA. wavr, of8', dxover rade ratip: oreixev 8 dxuy, leaving out 
all the rest. 

688 I suspect is interpolated. 

689 Here I would read: dopovs 8’ Ew Bao’ eitperets Torjoopmat, 
and reject 690-693 as interpolated, continuing 694, 695 to Electra 
(Dindorf’s 694 should be 695). 696-698 I also reject as interpo- 
lated, as the confused construction of 697, 698 sufficiently indi- 
catese- What Electra makes the house ready for in 689, is the 
murder of Clytaemnestra. 

764 is I think interpolated. As Electra speaks three verses 
(767-769) one would expect the messenger to do the same here. 
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780 I would read: «ai wot ropever’ éx woias 7 ote xGovds ; 
the order I give is the natural one, and 7roi is clearly indicated by 
Orestes’ answer. The MS. reading, ropeveoGe +’ éore, points to 
eore having been removed from its proper place. The oz of zrotos 
can be shortened, though the examples are rare. Of the two ex- 
amples given by Lid. and Scott, Aesch. Suppl. 911 is no doubt sus- 
ceptible of correction, and accordingly Dindorf has inserted rivos 
in his text. But setting aside the extreme improbability of 
moiov being substituted for rivos, can any one doubt that zoéov 
there is in itself to be preferred to rivos? The example however 
in Arist. Vesp. 1369 is not capable of being corrected, for every 
one must see that wofav is the very word required, and here 
Dindorf better advised has not adopted H. Christian’s inept 
suggestion mwas. Possibly he held wotos might be shortened in 
comedy but not in tragedy. 

800 C. reads eddy’ —évédepov. I would read : wdayet’ érédepov. 

819 I would read: 6 d€ cowid’ eixpdrynrov «.7.A. Lregard Awpié’ 
as an explanation taken from 836. 

828 I would read zAéa with Camper (unlessthat is a misprint 
for Canter). 

830, 831 I should prefer: as 0 eoxifpale, deororns of dvuc- 
Tope.’ | ti ypny.’ Gbupeis ; xo ev, GppwdH Twa, K.7.A, 

84.2, 843 #AdAagée cannot be right. Perhaps we should read : 
wav de dvebvyocKwy demas | dvw xatw tT nomaipe KadeXilero. way 
deuas, through his whole frame. It seems to me that to use 
duc OvycKkev otherwise than of a person is incorrect. 

855-857 Orestes as appears from what follows does not 
bring the head of Aegisthus, but his whole body with the head 
on. I would read then in 857 leaving out 856, vexpdv dépwr 
AiytoGov x.7.A. 

881, 882 I would read: yeysis, “Opeora, os Kopns defor oredy. 
What the fight at Ilium has to do here I cannot see, and I rather 
suspect that dvadyua is nota garland, but a female head-orna- 
ment. Compare Hip. 82. 

885 is I suspect interpolated. 

886, 887 L.would read: ot 7’ Grapacmior’ && éuns S€xou xepos | 
orepavov x.7.’.  IvAddy is an explanation. Why it is I do not 
know, but so it is, that Euripides always places HvAadys at the 
beginning of a verse. 889 I believe to be interpolated. 
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896-899 are I suspect interpolated. If we omit them and 
read Electra’s speech as 1 propose, she and Orestes will speak six 
verses each. 

918-920 Reading dor’ éArioa in 918, I would read 919, 920 
thus: yypavra, tavryny és v€ y’ ovy Efev kaxyy omitting the clause 
euov—A€yy (920) as interpolated. 

922, 923 I would read: torw 6’ Grav dapapra tov drepHopirs | 
kpurats tis ebvais «.7-A. Corruption of xpurrais ris, to xpurratot, 
would lead to what we read, 

927-929 are I suspect interpolated. 

931 I woald read : -yuvackds avqp x.t.A. 

942 aipe xaxd, is certainly corrupt. Perhaps we should read . 
épvxerat, ‘is retained,’ Comp, Phil. 1155, avédnv épvxeras, ‘ remains 
free to you.’ 

948 The MS. reading is dpapwv. dpapws is hardly a satisfactory 
correction. Perhaps we should read: kaki ode @ aipav. ode 
would disappear before ac. 

959-966 Attributing 959-961 to Orestes with C., I would 
reject 962, which OC. assigns to Electra, and read in 961 oreyys 
for od@ayys. I do not think there is any lacuna after 965, but 
that 966 is spurious. I take it that after Orestes has spoken 
959-961, he goes to the side of the stage and appears to look 
along the road leading to Mycenae. As he does so he starts, 
and Electra speaks 963, which C, assigns to Orestes. 966 seems 
to have been meant for Orestes, and intended to be placed 
after 964. 

978 I would read @’ ov for dai, with Porson. 


986, 987 I hold to be interpolated, and rpoSAyjparos, in 985, 
[ would then read 985 thus : detvot 3’ dpyopua’ d-ywviopatos (apyouar 
aywvioparas). 

1009 is I believe interpolated. In 1010 I would read: as 
aide, Tatpos dpphavov AcAcypevyy. aide to be construed with aiy- 
pdAwrov, ‘a captive just as these women are. Electra should 
only speak two verses, or twice what Clytaemnestra speaks, 
just as she speaks six verses (998-1003) to Electra’s three 
(1005-1007). 

1014 The shortening of @ before y\ is noticeable. Unless 
indeed we should read : yuvaixa, ydpa mixporys yAdoon ‘vi tus. 
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1016 I would read pafotcar, inserting o’ after d/cacovin 1017. 
The MS, reading paGovra o’, was I think intended, and a correction 
of uafotcav. The o’ of 1017 having disappeared before «i, the 
corrector felt that Electra was meant and o’ required. Hence 
his reading. 

1023 xapyida, is absurd, and I doubt the existence of the 
form ‘Idvydvys, which arose I think from an explanation “Idu- 
yeveias, Which could not be fitted into the verse. I would read: 
AevKnv cioypw THs Senunoey dépyv. 

1034 I am not satisfied with Dawes’ emendation, I would 
read: év roiow avrots cvyxatwxounev Souos. The ovy of cvyxato- 
kovpev, led to, év rots avroio. Sduacw Kare‘yopev, which Gr. 
reads. 

1043 I would read: Mevé\ewy ora. 


1051 I would restore, d/ca’. ‘What you say is just, but such 
a plea disgraces you.’ 

1053 «i should be restored (Dindorf, 7). I understand 
Electra to say ; ‘ But if this is not your view, neither is it the 
argument I mean to rely on.’ Then she proceeds to point out 
that the motive was an unhallowed passion for Aegisthus. 
Perhaps however we should read: oot 6€ rovr’ ei py doxel. col 
after dpevijpys, would become, «i. 

1065 I restore drwAero' Compare Jph, 7. 541, where again, 
wrongly as I think, Dindorf reads drwydunv. 


1068 éywy’, should be restored, and, icacé co’ ed read. 


1072 I would read: yur} 8’ drdvros Aris eiverou Séuas «.1.X. 
Comp. 7roades, 1022, 1023. C. reads: iris dvdpds éx dduwv. 


1088, 1089 We cannot well do without, ofy. I would read 
then : més otv roow xreivaca watpwous Sdmovs | ot vay x.t.A. 
1116 Nauck for, ri dai, reads, ré 8 ad. I should prefer, ri 8 


otv. y would disappear before the 7 of rdctv, leading to ri 8’ od, 
corrected to ri dai. 


1121 The tmesis we find here is I think inadmissible. I 
would read: dpas; od réAw abd Lwrupeis veixy vea. dvalwrupeis 
would rather require waAad. The word does not seem to be a 
tragic one, or used at all in Attic except in the passive. od 
radw was I suppose corrupted to ov y’ dv’. 
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1125, 1126 Jahn is no doubt right in treating the words, 
ov yap watdos, aS spurious. This is in some degree a confirmation 
of my view as to 654. 


1183-1135 Here I think the clause, coi—Nipdacw, is 
interpolated, and I would read @icwue for Nipdatow in 1155, 
leaving out 1133, 1134. Compare the interpolation 640, 641. 
643 seems to show there was no intention on Clytaemnestra’s 
part to attend the sacrifice at all. 


1137, 1188 Here too there seems to be interpolation, I 
would read 1137 thus: daimoor dSoxyre tebuxévar, wapedOere, re- 
jecting 1138. I can make nothing of @eois in 1137, and 
Electra’s words in 1141 suggest dacpoor. 


1141 As there appears to be no authentic instance of the v of 
6% being shortened in Attic, for in Cyclops 334, where I would 
retain the MS, reading aya otrwe Oiw, rudy is an anapaest, I 
would read: @ices yap ofa daiuorw Oiew ypedy, 





1241 vads, appears to me to have been intruded into the 
verse, and matters are not greatly improved by reading, vavoiv, 
I would read 1241-1243 thus: dewdv 6’ ddiyued’ dpriws rovrou 
oddov | ratvcavt’, ddeAdis as obayas ciceidopev. 

1245 I would read boi fos re—Pot Pov ov, ava yap éor’ eos x.7.X. 

1249 is sufficiently shown to be interpolated by its character, 
and is indeed quite out of place. 

1261 I reject with Herwerden, but 1262, 1263, are also in 
my opinion interpolated. The &« ye rov of 1263 1s to me in- 
tolerable. (C. has re, which is worse.) 

1265 Here I would read: dpapetv. ivat dé pi) Oavetv cacrovei 
oe, reading Spopmov for dpapety in 1264, 

1268, 1269 I suspect, but 1272 is certainly interpolated. 

1278-1285 I would read this passage thus: pyrépa de 
MevéAews aote NavAiav wapwv | “EXevy re Gawerr tyvde 6) "HAéxrpav 
éxywv | IIvAadys Sapap@’ 60° oixad’ éxropevérm: leaving out all the 
rest, and rejecting 1286, 1287 as interpolated. 

1295 This verse is assigned by C, to Electra. The answer of 
the Dioscuri no doubt suggests it should be given to Orestes, 
But Orestes makes no use of the permission, while Electra after 

) 
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the Chorus have had their say addresses the Dioscuri at 1303, 
1304, though what she says suggests that 1296, 1297 were spoken 
to her brether. Nowhere too it will be observed does Orestes ad- 
dress the Dioscuri directly, This confusion points to interpolation 
and my idea is that the Dioscuri, as Euripides intended it, leave the 
stage at 1291, and that after that verse, all supposed to be spoken 
by them, or addressed to them by others, is interpolated. Of the 
anapaests then that follow I regard only these as genuine: | 
1308-1310; 1321-1326; 1331-1341; 1357-1359; though I — 
have some doubts as to 1540, 1341 (spoken by Orestes) (or 
1338, 1559, as perhaps they are meant to be numbered). Leaving 
out however 1327-1330, I would read, 1326, 1331, thus: as éri 
TipBw xatrabprivycov, ér’ | ov yap o owopmat.. 


EUR. BACCH. 


8, 9 See Preface p. xix. 

18, 19 The character of these verses makes me suspect they 
are interpolated. I would read in 17: 'Aciay re racayv, révrov i 
xeirat mapa. The words “Aciav te wacav, are vouched for by 
Strabo, p. 687. 

23 This verse, which is a repetition of 20, should be rejected, 
und a comma placed at the end of 22, and a colon at the end of 
25. I suspect however advwAdAvéa as applied to Dionysus, though 
of course it is by no means altogether the same thing as if 
applied to a man, and I think we should perhaps read, 21-24, 
thus : Kdxei ‘yopevoa veBpid’ éEawas ypods x.7.A. 

30,31 are I suspect interpolated, and made up from 
244, 245, 


55-60 See Preface, p. xiv. 1. 14 from top. 


62, 68 I hold to be spurious. Itin no way appears from what 
follows that Dionysus went to the mountain. Moreover they 
are bad in themselves, and in 63, w’ eici, is dragged in by the 
heels to fill up the verse. 


206 Gera gives the sense required, but I would read ypyéet: 
xpycet became xpycrec leading to the MS. ei xp7. 


209 In this spurious verse, dpifuds is used in the sense of a 
particular class or body of men, as numerus is used in the Te 
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Deum: Te prophetarum laudabilis numerus. The word too is 
I think so used by Cicero. 

213 savours of interpolation. 

235 is I think interpolated, and this interpolation has led to 
olvwras t' in 236, which was the reading of P. C.’s archetype, 
and which C. either corrected or found corrected to olvw7ra 7’. 

246, 247 I believe to be interpolated. 

251, 252 are also in my opinion spurious. The passage is 
far more dramatic and spirited if they are left out, Kirchhoff 
saw there was something wrong with zarep, but supposed it had 
taken the place of some genuine word, which had dropped out. 
I should however prefer in 250 to read for, rodiw yéAur, 
avaivopat. 

278-280 Here I think there is interpolation, and I would 
read 278, 279, thus: as 8 7AGe rap’ éniper, 6 BeuweAns yovos, 
and in 280, Borpvos for @vyrois. 

298-305 I am of opinion that these verses are as much 
interpolated as, 284-297, and also 308. Nauck suspects 302- 
305. Note that in 308 the MS. reading is BadAAovra not 
wa\ovra. 

314 I do not doubt px should be retained (see Dindorf’s note), 
and would read: oty otros otv py cwdpoveiv dvayKace k.T.A. 
6 Avovugos, an expl. 

325 eo in Geouayyjyow one syllable by synizesis, and so too 
in 45, 1255. 

333-336 are suspected by Nauck, as I think with reason, 

340 The position of év épydow is awkward and suggests inter- 
polation. Perhaps we should read 338-340 thus: 6v dpdctror 
oxvAaxes, €v kuvayiais | Kowroivra vixav "“Apreuww, diéoracay. 

345 I think rovde, which P. reads, should be restored, while 
in 346 I would read airixa for the MS. reading diky. jéreipe, 
is used in the sense of ‘punish,’ Andr. 259. I regard d/«y as an 
explanation. 


438 I suspect is spurious, and 461 is certainly so. 


455-457 I would read : rAdxapos Te Tavads yap od€ cov, rébov 
ahéws, | yevuv wap’ abriy Kexupevos, xpoudy tr’ €yes x.7.X. leaving out 
o 2 
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the rest. Note that reading thus, and leaving out 459, which I 
believe to be interpolated (see note on Z'roades 973-978), and, in 
the messenger's speech, 438, Pentheus will speak eight verses, 
and the messenger sixteen. 

466 I should prefer: Acdvucos jpas 6 Atos eioeSyoe rais. 

476 One would rather expect doxdv, éyGaipes. But the 
reading of P.C., darxovtv’ opyv’, seems to point to dpxia. Perhaps 
we should read doéBeav doxovvi’ px.’ ody aipet Geot. The oath 
taken not to reveal the mysteries will not bind an impious man 
like you. Compare Jph. 7’. 788: épxioure repiBadroioa pe. ovy 
aipe, was I suppose corrupted to éy@aipe. But I suspect that 
471-476 is an interpolation, for 477 answers properly to 470. 

477 I should prefer: 6 eds, (eds monosyllable), cadis yap 
dys oh’ 6pav, roids Tis FV ; 

479 I would read: rotr’ « wapwyerevoas ws otdevy Acyew ; 
and in 480 A¢yew for dpovety with Stobaeus, and ovdev for ovK ed. 
This verse seems to have been affected by the spurious verse 475. 


490 I would read: cé 3’ otv duabias ob oéBovta tov Oeov. P. 
reads: oé 6’ dpafias doeBoivr’ és rov Gecv. Dindorf follows the 
reading of C, as corrected by the second hand. 

492 I would read: etm’ ci wadetv dei, Ti pe TO Secvov épyacet; in 
any case I would read or, since, not 6 7, omitting the colon, 
and placing a comma instead after de7. Pentheus would under- 
stand ei in the sense of 671; the god would imply that he was 
incapable of suffering anything. 

494 See Callimachus Zp, 27. (Anth. Jacobs.) 


506 I would read: ovx olo@ €6 6 ru dis, ob8' Epets ob yworts el. 
Note that the MS. reading is, dpas ové’ coms ef. €6’ 6 Te dys, 
seems to me to give a more satisfactory sense than, 6 m js, 
while, ov’ épeis of yaoris ef, seems confirmed by the answer of 
Pentheus, who retorts by doing so. ov of course ‘ whose son,’ 


515 I should prefer, otrw ypewv- P. has ovre. C. the cor- 
rection, ovrt 

606 The MS. reading is, daua TevOéws, I would read, rupavvov 
péAabpov. 

623 6 Baxyos cannot be right, for the god is intended. I 
would read then : Baxytos érivagey eAGdyv x.r.d. 
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630 The MS. reading is: is éroiyorev war’ aiAyv. I would 
read: as orms net kat avAqv x.T-A. 

631 I would supply the missing word after daevvoy by daipov’. 
Disappearance of 6 before @ would lead to evoy, causing the word to 
drop out altogether after daevvov. 


632, 633 are surely interpolated, for the house though shaken 
was in no way overthrown, as appears from what follows. 
Omitting them I would read idwy ye for idovr: in 634. 

636 For: jovyos 6’ éx Baxyas dywv, (the MS. reading) I would 
read : yovyos 6 éyo 'faywv. The intransitive use of éfayw not 
being recognised led to the inept correction, éx Baxyas aywv. 

652 This verse is interpolated, so that nothing has dropped 
out. It is clear however that for, Avovvow xadov, we should read, 
Avuvicov xadGv. I should prefer however to read in 651: 
Awwvucos Ss tiv dymedov ‘pier Bporois. 653 answers properly to 
651. Pentheus hearing that Dionysus is coming to the rescue 
orders the gates to be shut to baffle him. 


681, 682 I would read: jjpyev evos Atroven ye, rov dé devTépov | 
parnp ’Ayavn oy, tpity 6 "Ive tpirov. yxopov to be supplied from 
the yopav of 680. This restores the MS. reading dé devrépov in 
681, and it should be noted that P. C. read tpiry, not zpirov, 
before "Ivw, showing that yopod is an explanation of tpirov. Or 
perhaps we should read: & Airovon pév iyye, tov d@ Sevrepov | 
"Ayan paytynp oy, tTpirn 6 ‘Iva tpirov. 

738 For éyovcay I would read cyifoveay, which corrupted to 
oxyjcovray, would lead to éxovcar. 

747 I hardly think Baowreiors can be right. Perhaps we 
should read instead, cats, dva€, 

754-760 jpracay éx douwv réxva seems certainly interpolated 
in 754, and the repeated two's (755, 758, 759) are evidence of 
something wrong. Omitting the whole passage, oréca—éxaev 
(755-758), which seems to describe the usual marvels of Bacchic 
orgies, but is not very appropriate here, I would read the rest 
thus: diépepov, éEyptalov: of 6’ dpyns iro | és GrX’ éywpovv' dewa 
6) iv idetv, dvag. 

765-768 I regard these verses as interpolated, and there are 
evident marks of this in 767, 768, among which is the absence of 
the augment in viWavro (767). 
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790 I should prefer ot o’, for ovx. 

797 vapaéas. can hardly be right. Perhaps we should read : 
mapos Geis. 

820 The MS. reading is 6é 0’ ot. I would read: & éya oi, 

836-842 are I think interpolated, 845 answering properly to 
835. There is no question any longer of fighting the Bacchae, 
but of enabling Pentheus to observe them with safety. The 
objection in 836 should have been made too in reply to 833. 
After Dionysus has described the disguise he intends Pentheus 
to assume, he in a lucid interval says he will take time to con- 
sider. The god who knows he has him in his power gives him leave 
to do so. There is then no lacuna after 842. 

845, 846 These feeble verses I believe also to be interpolated, 
As Dionysus speaks 844 Pentheus enters the house, and the god 
turning triumphantly to the chorus speaks 547. 

848 which the MSS. read before 847, I reject as interpolated. 

853 is interpolated as é\avvwv shows, for though éAavve can 
be used intransitively, it would be impossible to parallel such a 
construction as we have here. The verse too is unnecessary. 


860 I would read as for 6s with Paley, rejecting 861. 


916 is I believe interpolated, though no doubt the interpolator 
wrote é« not «ai, as Hermann points out. Omitting it, Dionysus 
and Pentheus will speak five verses each. 

929 I regard as interpolated, for Dionysus should only speak 
two verses. So too I think are 932-934, where Pentheus speaks 
one verse only, though he should speak two, I take it that 
Pentheus himself puts back the lock in its place, as he must be 
supposed to settle his robes in speaking 937, 938, 

951 I would read: py po ci Nupdiv duodrdoys tdpipara. 
No doubt disappearance of po after py led to the verse 
we read. 

964 I hold to be interpolated, for Dionysus should only speak 
two verses before the half-verses begin. 


966-969 Here I regard the half-verses, 3) texotou ye, érionnov 
ovra wagw (966, 967), and also the half-verses, aBpornr’ éupy 
Aéyets, €v xepol wytpos (968, 969) as interpolations, and in 967 I 
would read 798’ for rod’. Dionysus says to Pentheus, (966), 
Another shall bring you back. Pentheus replies, I go on that 
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understanding, thus ratifying his own destruction, which is im- 
plied by Dionysus. Pentheus neither was nor could be carried 
back in his mother’s arms. His head indeed she carried, but 
his mangled remains were brought back by Cadmus and his 
attendants (1216), Cadmus then was the aAAos, spoken of by 
Dionysus. I observe too that d8poéryr’ éuiw Aéyes seems imitated 
from xai tpupav yp’ dvayxaces. Compare Plaut. Amph. I. 1, 204; 
205. ME. Faciam ego hodie te superbum, ni hine abis. SO. 
Quonam modo? ME. Auferere, non abibis, si ego fustem sumpsero. 

975, 976 These feeble verses are I do not doubt interpolated. 
They spoil the magnificent effect of the words of Dionysus that 
precede them. 

1026, 1027 I hold to be interpolated, as 1029 unquestion- 
ably is, being taken from Medea 54, as Dindorf points out. 

1051, 1052 The words iéac.—ovexufov are interpolated. 
voac. dua 8poxyov (1051) is an intolerable ending to a verse. 

1060 For P.’s éc0: védwy, I would read, ds od’ €@ vociv. 

1061 I would read : 6yov 5’ éreuBas am’ éXarns tiavyevos K.T.X. 
The MS. reading is és éAarny tavyeva. Change of dm’ to é& led 
to és, metri gratia. 

1062 Perhaps we should read: tovrwy dv dpbas eicidouw’ aic- 
xpoupyiav, so as to get rid of the repetition of zawddwv, which may 
have been an expl. of rovrwr. 

1065, 1066 I would read these verses thus: xarijye, xupros 8 
gore kvkAotrat Tpoxds, rejectiug the rest, jyev és wédov is unneces- 
sary, for in 1068 we have éxapmrev és yv. «kvxAovto without 
an augment is inadmissible, and a correction of Musurus, for P. 
reads xvxAovrat. 

1067-1069 I would read,: tépvw ypaddpevos, ade kev’ és viv 
&évos | xepoty exaymrev x.7.A, 

1073, 1074 are I believe interpolated. The expression dp6ds 
aifjp seems to me nonsense, and we can very well do without 
them. derroryv épyevov is repeated in 1095, and three dpGds’s 
are too many. 

1083-1085 Here there seems to be a good deal of interpola- 
tion. What the column of fire has to do here, or how the 
description of it is to be understood, I fail to see, and the expres- 
sion ciya mvAN’ «lye (1084, 1085) seems to me incorrect, for so 
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used éye: must be intransitive. I would read then: xai rat’ ap’ 
nyopeve, KevAciwv vary | oly’ elye «7.4. What has induced 
Dindorf to read tAqos from the Chr. P. I do not understand, 
for it is manifestly a clerical error for evAeos. etAemos itself is 
simply a slight corruption of etAcjwv, a word vouched for by 
Homer and Hesiod, while tAiwos is a vox nihili, etAcinwv became 
evAeos through y disappearing before the vy of vary. 

1089-1091 There is much interpolation here. I would 
read: cady KeAcvepov Evvrovois 7éav dpopors, leaving out the 
rest. 

1100 Regarding 1103-1105 as an interpolation, as the defec- 
tive construction of 1103, 1104 shows, I would read here: os @& 
ov« qvuTov. 1101, 1102 come in parenthetically, and the sentence 
is continued in 1106. The repetition jvvrov, éfpvuTor, isa sign of 
something wrong. 


1107 I should prefer éuBaryv, for duBdrny. 
1108, 1109 The words, pi’—xpvdalos, are interpolated. 


Pentheus appeared to the Maenads as a beast and not as a man. 
They could not then fear that he would betray their orgies, 


1134-1135 Rejecting the words, yupvoitvro—orapaypois, as 
interpolated, I would read: % 8 tyvos atrais dpBiAawr raca dé | 
xepoiv duerchaipile x.7.A. 

1147 I regard as interpolated, and in 1151, 1152, I would 
leave out the words raivé—eiva, reading the two verses as one. 


1172 ye and 6 are absurd interpolations of Musurus to make 
up asenarius, I doubt whether one was intended, but that & is 
wrong, there can be no question. 


1222-1224 Here I would read: yovea yap tov Treayewy ciow 
BeBus | iv 7G yepovts Tetpecia Baxyav rep. épi, not rapa, is the 
MS. reading, showing that the words, @vyaréowy—dorv, are inter- 
polated. 

1249 Leaving out this verse we should read in 1297: dado” 
npais Bpopuos oixeios yeyos. The correctness of this reading is 
shown by 1297, where we should read, druAceo’ yas Bpostos, 
Avovveos being an explanation, Agave in her frenzy did not 
understand what Cadmus meant, but in 1297, when she has 
recovered her senses, she repeats his words with a sad under- 
standing of how true they are. 
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1254 Dindorf says, probabilius @ due, but I think we should 


read veaviaurw etre, for 67’ év veaviaurt. 

1257 P. reading cot 7’ éoriv, I would read: cof y’ éori- ris 
ode «TA. 

1270, 1271 As Agave can only speak one verse, I would read: 
perartabeio’ ovK olda TOY Tapos Ppevav. 

1273 For os I would read ovk. 

1281 I would read: ri rode 6% hépw yepoiv; déepowae cannot 
be right. 

1287 P. reading 7A6es, I would read with Aldus 7X0’ és. 

1288 For év od capa, I would read drep xaipod. efw got into 
the text as an explanation of arep, and was corrected metri gratia 
to €v ov, 

1293, 1294 I regard as interpolated, for 1294 is incompatible 
with 1302. 

1297 See note on 1249. 

1299-1301 I regard as interpolated. 1302 answers naturally 
and properly to 1298. Cadmus points out to Agave why Diony- 
sus took vengeance on her. She asks in reply what her son had 
to do with the offence, The appearance of a lacuna frequently 
results from interpolation. 

1311-1313 I think the words dixyv—éd\cuBavev (1313) are 
interpolated, and that we should read: tov yépovta 6’ ov | UBpitev 
av Tis €ioOpwY TO Tov Kapa. 

1330 oro, not dow, would seem to be the true reading. But 
the lacuna makes it impossible to decide. 

1345 For jpeis, 1 think we should read iets, and understand 
with éud@ere, ori Hdtxnoate. In 1347 the MS. reading is yor 
not tpumv, Where ior is clearly right. 

1348 This is the only instance in the Bacchae of the old spirit 
of opposition, unless we count 333-336. But Nauck considers 
them spurious, and I think he is right. 

1353-1361 These verses are interpolated, being an imitation 
of 1330b-1343, and were no doubt written to fill up a lacuna, 
In 1352 then, I would read: éyw, ot @ 4 radawa, ciyyovol re cal. 
mats Te os is an interpolation of Hartung’s to fill up the verse, 
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from which éyw had been stolen by his fellow-interpolator in order 
to introduce his own ineptitudes. 


1364 It seems to me we should read dpv6’, for opvis, and 
restore zroALdxpws. 
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4 I would read: Mevédew per’ ’Ayapeuvev ye tod 8 edu eyo 
«.7.A. This justifies 6 zats in 3, for that, not & azo, is the MS. 
reading. 


15 I would read : dewjs 8 drAotas rvevpdrwv évtvyxavwv. The 
MS. reading 7’ od rvyxdvwv, I take to be due to the rarity of the 
construction of évrvyydvw with the genitive. od rvyyavwr, gives the 
very opposite of the sense required, for the dzAo was caused 
not by calms, which would not affect the Homeric galleys, that 
used oars or sails as the occasion re juired, but by violent contrary 
winds. Compare Agam. 192, 193. mvoai & aro Srpvpdvos podov- 
cat, | KaxooyxoAot vyorides SUToppot. 


33 Perhaps we should read for 33: tdyioros éxAve rev év 
dvOpurois Spayetyv. Compare Arist. Fr. 324. 

35-37 Rejecting c0ev—éopris, (35, 36) as interpolated, and 
also 37, I would read 36 thus: ’Apréydos obros, rotvop’ Hs KaAov 
pLovov. 

38 I would read 6vw with C. 6¥w gives a very good sense if 
we understand it to be limited by the xardpyoua, that follows. 


P. reads bv (i.e. 6v) and corrects 60 to Ge. I believe he found or 


8 w 
misread @v, in his copy, whereas C had the correct reading 6v, 
each as I believe using different copies of a common archetype. 


50, 51 The words ws éofe—arpwwy, which disturb the con- 
struction, I believe to be interpolated, and I would read 50-52 
thus : povov d¢ AabOerr’ é& erixpavov xdpas | ordAov xaeivat x.t.X., 
the construction being similar to that of the words y6ovis— 
cd\w in 46. It is, I believe, the interpolation of the words, 
ws eéoge—zarpwwv, that led to vdparvoy contra metrum in 54, 


64 There can be no question of the certainty of Hermann’s 
emendation, eiy’. P.’s eis y’ is no doubt the original corruption, 
which in C. is corrected to és é’. eis yw probably arose from, 
eloex’, an explanation of eiy’ ciow. 
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66 dvaxropwy is in apposition to douwv. The house where 
Iphigeneia and her attendants lived was considered part of the 
temple, just as the building where Ion entertained his guests, 
was considered part of the dvdxropes at Delphi. See Jon 1224. 
The temple of Artemis in this play formed the scenery, and it 
was through its doors that Iphigeneia left the stage. 

77-85 The confusion in the construction of this passage, and 
a comparison with 940, 941, lead me to think that 79-81, is 
interpolated. I would read then: ypyods; éret yap, in 78, 
ée\Gwy te, in 82, and in 85, ywpeiv cpous pe Tavpixns elas xHovos. 

91 The words rdd'—7épa (7épas, not répa, is the MS. reading), 
seem to me meaningless and interpolated. Leaving them out I 
would read in 92: dotvat 708’, (70 dyaApa) ottw 8 dumvods ew 
TOVUr. 

97-100, 99 is certainly interpolated as Dindorf holds it to be, 
but there is more amiss than that. There can be no question of 
Orestes and Pylades ascertaining anything, for they perfectly 
knew that the image was within the temple. The question was 
how they were to get at it, as the walls of the temple, which one 
must suppose to be hypaethral, were too high to climb. I would 
read then 98-100 thus: éxByoopec@’ dp’; nv 8 dvolyovres wvAas 
«7... Shall we ascend the steps of the temple? But if we are 
caught trying to force open the doors, etc. 99 was intended to 
explain what was meant by éoBdoes pyyavepevor, in 101. éxBar- 
ve, signifies ‘ to pass beyond,’ ‘ to traverse,’ and here to pass over, 
that is ascend the steps, till the doors are reached. 


107-109 I regard as interpolated. 107 I believe to be 
suggested by 262, 263 ; and 108, 109, seem to me nonsense, for 
what connexion can there be between the ship being seen and 
the discovery of their hiding place, and in any case if it were 
seen it would be fatal to their project. 

111 I should prefer to read ye rather than va for the 
MS. vo. 

113, 114. The correction yeica is absolutely untenable. 
yetoa can have no such meaning as is here attributed to it. See 
note on Phoen. 1158. I would retain then the MS. reading, 
y’ ciow, and read ef rov for 6rov. ‘But if there is any opening 
between the triglyphs anywhere, through which we could let 
ourselves down,’ See plate in Seyffer’s Dict. (art. Architecture 
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p. 57) which makes the thing perfectly clear. I believe h 7 
that 113-115 is an interpolation, for the clause I have jeu ee 
plained would imply that the temple was roofed over, which 
appears to be inconsistent with what was stated before at 96, and 
if the walls were too high to scale how should they reach the — 
metopes? I am however by no means sure that 116, 117, are 
rightly rejected by Dindorf. 
122 is I believe interpolated, and I should prefer to read 120, 
121 thus: roAparéov 8 ob yap rd Tod Oeod y’ alrov | receiv dxpnorov 
bérparov yerqoera. Rejecting 122, and reading Pylades’ speech 
as I propose, if we retain 116, 117, Pylades will speak eight 
verses and Orestes four. Interpolation of 122, led I suppose to 
the change in the order of 120, 121. 
241-245 LIregard the words, «vavéav—dvydvres (241, 242) — 
as interpolated and also, 243-245. Iphigeneia does not give 
time to the messenger to say all this. She cuts him short at 
once with her question, The fact is that 240 is the opening 
verse of the stichomythia, and therefore the messenger 
only speak one verse at 241, which thus would be: jxovew ds fv 
Oi@Tuxot veaviat. 
246 rivos yijs is I believe an explanation of wodarot. I would 
read : rodamot; ti 6’ Gvopa dir’ Exovew oi €vor ; 
258, 259 These verses are interpolated being in direct contra- 
diction to 39 and 584. It is this I suppose led to Seidler’s inept 
correction, é£ drov, for oidé ww. Observe the regularity of the 
structure. The messenger precedes and Iphigeneia follows the 
stichomythia with two verses each. 
260 Unless we read 6rov for éreé here, the construction is 
confused. I think however there is interpolation, and I would 
read : xal piv orov Bots rovrov cicefddAAoper, for 260, 261. 
262, 263 What does cddw depend on? I think here again is” 
interpolation, and I would read in one verse: koww7rds dypos Fv 
dvapparyels odd. 
288 This corrupt verse should I think be thus read: rip & Hide 
yeviwv éxrvéovea kai pdvov. The whole mischief arose I blows 
from the corruption of 7d yeviwy to 70° é« yeviwv. 
293, 294 are certainly interpolated. All that Euripides nites 7 
meant to say, was that Orestes indulged in frantic aie res. 
The interpolation has however affected 292, where I would ri 
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raira for raira, and 7\Awypéeva for 7AAaocoero. Here as well as 
in 299, (which I hold to be interpolated) I object to the mention 
of the Erinnyes. It seems to me Euripides would recognise that 
these Tauric barbarians would know nothing of them. 


298 There is something wrong here, Perhaps we should read : 
mate. oLonpw pacyavov wievpais édbets. 

300 I would read réAavoy with the corrector in P, assuming 
the verse to be genuine, which may perhaps be doubted. 

312 Unless zpoixadvrrov, is a mis-print, rpotxdA\vrrev, should 
be read as Lucian does (/.c. ap, Dind.) 


329 I should prefer, Badeiv. ‘So as to hit them,’ 


331 éfexAdpaper is inconsistent with wérpowr. I would read 
332, 333, thus: Eby ’« yepov ow zpos 6’ avaxta tHode yas 
«.7.A., leaving out the words és 6¢—xafeicav. 


334, 335 I regard the words, 6cov—odayet’, as an inter- 
polation, and I would read: éxopicayey of’. 48° clotdaw ereure 
oo. This gives a satisfactory sense, and the imperfect, éreure, 
expresses that the captives were actually on the way. I have 
also to note, as Paley has justly observed, that éo.dav only occurs in 
lyric passages, eiovdwv being used in iambics, 


336-339 I regard as interpolated, as is indicated by their 
matter and character, and by the offensive repetition of, févot, 
£evovs, at the end of 336, 337. 


340 For, ¢avévé’, we should I think read, pavév6’. Compare 
Hermesianaxz 84, where for, dowopevov Sevdv, I would read, 
pawopevoy xetvov. Unless indeed we should read, tm daverte, tive 
wore here, and 7AGov in 341. 

343 I would read : ra 8’ évOad’ qty dove dpovrica pera. Some 
one, I forget who, has already suggested dou for ofa. The 
middle dpovriovpefa seems to be inadmissable. 

351 is certainly interpolated. This speech is a soliloquy of 
Iphigeneia and in no way addressed to the chorus, nor does the 
verse connect well with what follows. The MS. reading is 
7xGopyv not yobouny. 

353 I would restore xaxis. ‘The unfortunate, having fared 
ill themselves, bear no goodwill to the prosperous.’ 
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354-357 These verses are much interpolated. I would read: 
GAN’ eife rvetpa Avdbev évOad’ jyayev | “EXévqy, iv’ atripy dvreripwwpy- 
capynv. Iphigeneia had no quarrel with Menelaus, but with 
Ulysses if any one. Compare 535. I would also refer to 439 
seg. as a confirmation of what I read here. Note that the MS. 
reading in 357 is MevéAaov. 

369 I should prefer “Aiwdov & for “Acdys, and ovyé for ody 6. 
Compare /ph, A. 945, where the interpolator seems to have had 
this verse in his mind. 


370 zpoceiras should be restored, and 7’ read after dpydrwv. 


373 I would read: €yovra, tovrov otk dveAcunv xepoiv, reject- 
Ing adeAdov, which was intruded into the text as an explanation 
of rotrov, leading to the MS. reading. ovtx dveAduny is due to 
Tyrwhitt. 

385 I would read; otx éo@’ Grws av, el od’ Erexe Aws ddpap, 
and orépyo for Ajrw in 386, which explanation of 7 Avs dduap 
has expelled orépyo., or some other word to the same effect. 


491, 492 See note on Soph. O. C. 1543. I would further 
observe here that 492 clearly refers to the mention of Pylades’ 
name in 285, But how inappropriate is such an allusion, for 
what should Orestes and Pylades know of this? The manner 
too in which Iphigeneia, intensely interested by the speaker, 
interrupts him to know whether he is not the Pylades the mes- 
senger spoke of, gives dramatic effect. 


495-498 I regardas an interpolation. Once Iphigeneia finds 
out the man who alone interests her is not Pylades, Pylades 
ceases to concern her, Naturally letting him drop, she at once 
asks Orestes his name, as in 499. That without knowing who 
Orestes is he should so impress her gives the dramatic effect 
intended by Euripides. 


500 I should prefer Avorvyjs. 

515, 516 are interpolated, and that is why 513, 514, are 
read after them in P. C. They are a kind of variant of 505, 506. 

527-530 Usener would reject 529, 530, and place 527, 528, 
after 520. In my judgment all four verses are interpolated. 

533 I would read: & wérm’> éori 3’ dp’ 6 Aagprou yévos; dpa 
for dpo. is always offensive to the copyists. Also 3’ disappearing 
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before a would lead to ydp, and to the intrusion of as. We cannot 


do without éo7:, as the following verse shows. 


537 I would read: 6 rijs Geis Nypydos, taking @eridos to be an 
explanation. 


541 See note on lec. 1065, 

553 P.’s reading, xravwv, suggests that the original reading 
may have been ov r exraver. 

558 It is not clear to me that afua for ride is necessary or 
improves matters. If any change is made I think it should be 
of ryvde to Twoe. 

574 Here there is, I believe, no lacuna. For dr’ oix (the MS. 
reading) I would read 66’ otk (6 ovx) here, and pz eiddow in 575. 
Compare Z'roades 691. So too we should read in 1174, od’ (6 oid’, 
év BapBdapos érl\y tis av, a reading which in Jelf's grammar 
(Table of Crases) I find attributed to Elmsley, but Dindorf 
credits him with quite a different reading of the verse. It was 
[ suppose reading ov’ for ovd’ led to the intrusion of rode in 
1174. 


576, 577 Perhaps ‘we should read: ris nv, €tr’ wot -yevvy- 
ropes | dp’ city, eit’ otk cial, viv dpaceev dv. The MS. reading in 
576 is of y' eso, not of piror 

580 Porson here reads ade for otrw. I would certainly read 
rouro with Nauck for y’ otrw. 

586, 587 The words, rijs Geot—iyyoupevys, are certainly inter- 
polated. I would read 585, 586 thus: ody! xeip’ eu | dovea 
vouifwrv, Tov vounov GvyncKey 6 tro, leaving out 587. In 587 the 
MS. reading is ye not ode. 

588 Certainly here we should read dyyetAa: with Portus, not 
’'Apyébev with Musgrave, and reject 590. That is if we retain 
588-590 at all, for I rather think the best course would be to 
reject them with Monk. 


591 «iis misprinted for ef in this verse. 

593 pucdv oix aicypdv, no contemptible reward. 

604. Perhaps the variant wéuyw in Lucian (/. ce. ap. Dind.) is 
worth noting. It seems to have arisen from not recognising that 


wéuwet is the 2nd person of the fut. middle. Perhaps we should 
read od’ after “Apyos. 
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633 For cama cov, I would read : civ orodcv. capa I suppose 
to have been an inept explanation of omodov. 

664, 665 I would leave out the words dvypwra—raidas 7’, and 
also in 664, as, reading yas for cai in 663. 

671 dv érverpody tis jv, ‘ who have experienced vicissitudes.’ 
The kindred érurrpodyors appears to be used in that sense. Comp. 
Thue. 3. 71, and see Lid. and Scott sv. émuerpody (II. 2). ay 
refers to BaciAéwy in 670. 


672 I should prefer rapyAGes for dupAGe. rap might have dis- 
appeared after tap, and § after «, Unless indeed we should read 
arap Aoyos Tis xaTepds oe 07) ’Aabe, and ris in 673. 

679 I would read: zpoddrys, és oixovs airos éxowfeis povos, and 
in 680: 7 kai dovets cov, ‘ri Te vorovet Space k.7.A. 

682 yauav, must be understood as the fut. part. There can I 
think be no doubt as to the genuineness of the verse, and as it 
is in contradiction to 915 and 922, I hold that it is these verses, 
which [ will deal with in their place, that are interpolated. 

695, 697 I would read 7’ after watéas in 695, and in 697: 
€uov yevorr dv Gvopd y’, obd amas Sopos x.t.A. Construction and 
sense are thus improved. ‘My name at least, if not myself, 
would exist.’ There is of course an anacoluthon, but so there 
must be in any case. ‘These verses in no way imply that 
Electra was already the wife of Pylades, but only that she 
was promised to him. It is this no doubt that has led to 
the betrothal of Electra to Pylades we find interpolated in 
the Orestes. 

720 The words xairoc—¢dovov, 1 consider to be interpolated, 
and in 721 I would read: pavrevya, kadotw 7 Aiav dverpagia, leayv- 
ing out 720. 

744 P.C. read: rots éuois. Perhaps we should read rade 
Trois. ésov getting in asanexpl. of rode led to trois euots. I 
should suppose Iphigeneia first to touch the tablet, and then her- 
self. 

747 I would restore rotow, reading épxios for dpxcov. 

754 For P. C.’s xaos, I would read xetvos. 

759 I should prefer roAAay7 woAX’ Gy Kvpot. yap being supposed 
to be necessary was inserted. The words are parenthetical. 
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760, 761 I would read these verses thus: rdvovra d€ATw 
ravra cot Adyw ppacw. 


775, 776 are I believe interpolated. 777 is spoken aside to 
Pylades by Orestes. Iphigeneia whose whole attention is 
directed to Pylades, does not hear or notice his words, the 
motive of which is no doubt the fvvame of 774. When he 
speaks 772 I take it she does not even look at him, but with her 
eyes fixed on Pylades impatiently rebukes him for interrupting 
her. In 780 I hold that the words, & @eoi, should be restored to 
Pylades, and also 781. 782 is certainly interpolated. Pylades 
overcome by his feelings exclaims, & @eot, for which Iphigeneia 
angrily reproves him, Orestes still restrains himself and by a look 
tells Pylades to do the same. 781 must assuredly belong to 
Pylades, and therefore, & Geoi, too. 


785 I hold to be interpolated. 


789, 790 I would read in one verse, caAAuc@’ bv duoc’ GpKov 
eumecuoonev. Reading thus and omitting 785, Iphigeneia and 
Pylades speak four verses each and Orestes too, for 797 is a 
manifest interpolation, and restoring the MS. amore in 796, I 
would read there, duws arirto wept Badrwv Bpayxtova. Note that a’ 
is not found in the MSS, but inserted by Markland. Confirma- 
tion of the reading duro if any were needed may be found in 
Heliod. (I. 2), who had clearly this passage in his mind: #ricrer 
KaTéyoura. 


798 See note on Electra 247. 


802 Here another feeble verse is thrust into the text by some 
interpolator. 

804 “Apyos is all very well, but the addition, 7 re Naudia, is 
quite away from the purpose. 804, 805, are I believe inter- 
polated. 806 attaches itself quite properly to 803. ‘You my 
brother? Do you tell me that? ‘Will you then dare to say 
it was the daughter of Tyndarus bore you !’ 


811 is of course interpolated, and in 815 vik’ cannot be 
right. I would read jris. 

819 ddstdcro is generally understood, ‘removed from my 
memory, a sense the word will hardly bear. I would read: 
ov Tap Oo yyas x.7.A. (corruption of rap' to yap led to insertion 
of of’), understanding ddeiAcro in the sense of, ‘did not rescue 

P 
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me from being sacrificed,’ a meaning akin to the use of the word 
as an Attic law-term. 

§25 I would certainly read éAwv for xravev with Elmsley. 
Compare Medea 385, where P, reads xraveivy for €Acivy. Such 
anapaests are never found in any verse that has not been altered, 
unless it is spurious. 

826 was I suspect interpolated by some one, who thought 
that unless the spear was in some part of the house inaccessible 
to any man, who was not one of the family, the proof would be 
incomplete, 

907, 908 are rightly suspected by Dindorf. But 912-914 are 
also intolerable, while 914 is metrically faulty, and even granting 
that Pylades was the husband of Electra, how could she be said 
to be leading a happy life with him, when he was far away risking 
his life among the Tauri? The whole character of the passage, 
902-915, suggests to me that it has been composed to fill up a 
lacuna, and that the genuine text reappears at 916. There is 
an inconsistency too in Pylades urging measures for escape here, 
which seem first to be thought of by Orestes at 979. 

918 No mark of interrogation should I think be placed at the 
end of this verse. Perhaps it would be better to read, éor’ ap’, 
for gor: y’. I regard 923 as the reply to it, and 919-922 as an 
interpolation. 919 simply says what is said again in 923, while 
920, 921, are idle and not tothe purpose. 922 falls with the 
others, but even if it were genuine it would not prove that 
Electra was actually the wife of Pylades. A betrothal would 
suffice. I have further to observe that dveyus (which only 
occurs here in Euripides, and nowhere in Sophocles) is I think 
no more a tragic word than @etos (as to which see note on Or. 
674), As to, aves, in Aesch. P.V. 856, and através in Aesch, 
Suppl. 933, 984, and Ahesus 944, I have already dealt with 
these examples. In Herae/. 211, the argument requires the 
degree of relationship to be distinctly stated, while atraveyuos in 
987 is I believe due to interpolation. 


929, 930 I regard as interpolated of which MevéAaos, @etos, are 
indications. They have I think affected 931, where I would 
read: ou: det’ "Epwiv éxBeBAnKe pe xOoves. 

942 és 7’ is for éore, which Dindorf writes és re. 

943 For dy y' éreuwe I would read éferepwe. 
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945-960 I regard as an interpolation. 

964 I would read: civeiv dxovew 6’. Compare Heracl. 182. 
6 before dxovoas is due to Elmsley. The two infinitives I make 
to depend on éornv in 962, regarding, éya pév —’ Epwviwy, (963, 964) 
as parenthetical. 

965, 966 I believe to be interpolated and rejecting them, I 
would place a full stop at the end of 964, One might read in 
65: ob ‘woe Pot Bos paptvpiy p' x7. But I hold it to be more 
probable that 965, 966 are spurious, 

977 I should prefer xeivos for Pot Bos. 


983 Perhaps for & giAnbeto’ (P. didcis) we should read: d\Q’ 
@ pidn cots. The dirdyfeio’ we find in C. is clearly a correction. 


987 I should prefer, ’riécaca daydvwv, omitting 7’ in 988, 


990, 991 [ would read: xai oc’ idodca, wiyyove, | OéAw y' arep 
av K.T.A, 

992 For the MS. ré xravoivri, [ would read ra xravovrs with 
Heath. The aorist is used in the sense of, ‘who tried to.’ 
Comp. Jon. 1287. 

999 For & I would read éw tis. ex for g&veot. tis refers 
to Adyos in 998. 

1001, 1003, are I believe interpolated, and omitting them I 
would read in 1002 dAAvpou for pév OAAvpar, and dé&eas for ofces 
in 1000. Note that omitting 945-960, and 964, 965, in Orestes’ 
speech, and, 1001, 1003, here, Orestes will speak thirty, and 
Electra fifteen verses, 

1006 1 would read: dvinp rofewos, rapa 0 éoriv dobevy. The 
MS. reading, as it appears to be, ra dé yuvvacxav, has arisen I 
believe from an explanation correct enough in itself that raya 
does not refer to Iphigeneia as she is Iphigeneia, but as she is a 
woman. Ta yuvatkov appears to me afar better and more correct 
expression than ra yuvatxos. Compare Jon, 398. 

1010-1016 Not only do I regard 1010, 1011 as interpolated, 
but this whole passage. So too I regard 1018, 1019, taking the 
three verses 1007-1009 as the opening of the stichomythia, so 
that Iphigeneia would only speak one verse. Note that as Orestes 
opens the stichomythia with three verses, so he speaks three 
verses (1052-1054) after it, for I regard 1055 as an interpolation. 
In 1018 I have no doubt Markland’s reading voce: for voci is the 

P2 
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true one, but in 1019 the MS. BovAnois seems to me to give the 
preferable sense. 


1023 We should I think, read dvvato for duvaiuny. 1024 shows 
I think there can be no question of Pylades, so as to justify 
Elmsley’s correction dvvaic@yv. But I suspect 1021, 1022 of 
interpolation. 


10386 clearly shows 1031-1034 to be interpolated, and indeed 
1031, 1032: 1033, 1034 are different versions of the same idea. 
Mark the clumsy brutality with which the interpolator makes 
Iphigeneia express herself in 1033, and the delicacy with which 
the same idea is conveyed in 1035, and 1037. 


1044 vipa: depends on BovArjooza in 1039. We should read 
then ws épo. 

1042 I would read: wot dyra ; rovrov rorepov elas éoBdAnv. 
First Orestes asks ‘But where?’ Then as Iphigeneia’s meaning 
dawns upon him, he goes on, ‘ Do you then mean the creek,’ and 
is about to add, ‘where our ship is moored,’ when Iphigeneia 
breaks in with the idea which is in the mind of both. &PoAov 
cannot I think be used in the sense of ‘creek,’ which is what is 
required. 


1051 is quite appropriate after 1050. Iphigeneia means it 
will be Orestes’ business, once the ship is reached, to see how they 
are to get on board with the image and escape. 


1059 is no doubt interpolated as Paley suggests, but @uArdrov 
is quite right, for Pylades is referred to, only 1 suppose ovyyevots 
should be read. Compare 923. 


1064-1068 The words xad\sv—owow o’, I regard as interpo- 
lated. The promise to deliver the chorus in 1067, 1068 is as 
much interpolated as the subsequent references to it undoubtedly 
are. I would observe that 6rw in 1064, supposing the verse to be 
genuine, is no proof that 6rw can be used in the feminine. The 
generality of the sentiment would justify the masculine. I simply 
transfer duyds from 1064 to 1068 in the place of cwow o’, and 
leave out 1064-1067 altogether. 


1070 is as much interpolated as 1071. Iphigeneia does not 
embrace the knees of the chorus, which would be below her 
dignity ; she walks up to them, taking the hand of one, and 
stroking the cheek of another. 
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1083 I believe to be interpolated. aarpoxrévov seems to be 
used in an impossible sense. écwoas is to be understood with 
Sep pw’ in 1082. 

1084, 1085 [ should prefer: # ot rd Aogiov | Bporois é’ éorrat 
KT.A. 

1155 is certainly interpolated. 


1166, 1167 is an example of Rule 3. See Pref. p. xiv. 1. 11 
from bottom. 

1174 See note on 574. 

1212, 1213 should be restored to their original position. That 
their order cannot be reversed is clear, for the words, oretye Kai 
ojpave cv, are addressed to some one standing by, and Iphigeneia 
interrupting Thoas addresses to the same person the words, 
pydev’ els duu weAacew. 

1213 The MS. reading is: cat didwy y' otdeis padtota. J 
would read: xai ¢iAwy ods det pcAcota. Iphigeneia of course, 
intends Orestes and Pylades, but that stupid brute Thoas takes it 
to himself. 

1214 This spurious iambic seems to be intended to be read 
after 1212, 

1215 I would read: pds d& trois vaoiot oi pévew tH Gea «.T.A. 
mpo vaov, cannot be right, for Iphigeneia did not intend him to stay 
in front of the temple, but to go inside it, 

1216 For the MS. ypvoo, [ would read xpwocois. 


1219 The words, rovd’ dpos ris éori or ; do not harmonize well 
with the context. I would read : rot8’ édpirris el ov por. dpurrijs 
is used in this sense by Demosthenes (199,17). trav 8’ ‘EAAnvixay 
Sikaiwv ol Kparotvres Opirtal Tots Porroow ylyvovrat 

1222 dp’ has been justly objected to. Did Euripides perhaps 
write? viv dé toved’ dp’ éxrepivtas dOmparuy bpd E€vous, so that yoy 
éé should connect with até in 1226, (before which & would of 
course be left out) and rovcd’—xafapow (1222-1225) should be 
taken parenthetically. viv d¢ being wrongly connected with dpa 
would give place to 74y, and that the vulgar éxBaivovras should 
expel the more exquisite exrepwvras, would be no unusual occur- 
rence. I am however disposed to think that 1223-1295 are 
interpolated. If so, 1222-1226 would run thus: viv 8é roved’ 
dp’ éxrepavras Swpdtwv bpo fevovs' | exroddv add x.7.A. 
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1285 must be interpolated, for the messenger has no other 
idea but that Thoas is inside the temple. 

1291, 1292 I suspect of interpolation. Omitting them the 
chorus will first speak one verse and the messenger two (1288— 
1290), then the chorus two and the messenger one (1293-1295). 

1301 xparovvrwy mpos rvAas, implies that the chorus wish to 
sen the messenger on a wild goose chase to Thoas’ palace, They 
have discovered that a vague recommendation to look for him 
anywhere excites suspicion. 

1305, 1306 These verses I take to be an interpolation. As 
the messenger shouts and batters at the doors of the temple, they 
open and Thoas appears. Dramatic effect requires this, and 
thus the messenger will close the scene with the chorus with 
three verses as (omitting 1285) he opened it. 

1309 I would read: add’ ereyov aide wr. Wevdds (see 
Dindorf’s note) is a mere explanation, The insertion of «at— 
ddéuwv before ws éxros eins, Shows the agitation of the speaker. 

1317 The phrase zveipa cvpdopas seems to me to savour of 
the expression mvetpa aodeveias (Luke 15, 11). I believe 1317, 
1319, 1320 are interpolated. The question in 1319 is an absurd 
one, for Thoas would know that by Orestes was meant Iphigeneia’s 
brother. So too the phrase, Hei xafwowoaro, is a strange one. 
One would rather expect 6s xafwowGy fea, and P. actually reads 
deg. I would read then 1315-1318 thus: Sw ois Evoocw OLXeT at, 
@O0. was; AT’. Evyyovov | caLova’ ’Opérryy x.7.A. leaving out 1319, 
1520, 

1321 For petfov I would read px jocov. 

1322-1324 I think the messenger should only speak two 
verses, and I would read 1322, 1323, thus: yy) 'vratéa tpédys 
bpeva, kAvww 6 exbpovTiror, Goris duwypLOs TOs E€vous Onpaoerat. Sores 
for «i ris, a8 In Hes, 7heog. 702. Compare too £/. 816, where it 
approaches this sense, and note that the MS, reading is duwypos. 

1328 seems to me certainly interpolated. 

1332, 1833 The order here seems intolerably confused. 
Either we should read with Nauck, airi) 5¢ yepoi—éeorery’ omurBe, 
or (P. reads yepotv, superscripto yepal), aiti 8’ ruber tow Sévow 
décp’ év yepoiv | eorery’ éyouca. 

1346 I hold to be interpolated. In the mind of the inter- 
polator witvAoy I believe had the sense of ‘galley,’ and was in 
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apposition to cxados. But that is a sense zirvios by itself can- 
not bear. You may say wirvdos veds for a ship as in 1050, but 
not qirvAos alone. I would render the verse thus: A galley 
winged with its row of oars in readiness, This meaning of 
katypys is found in Herodotus 8. 21, where I regard érotwov as a 
gloss that has got into the text. In this I am confirmed by 
Hesychius who has: xareipes" xaryptiucpévor, ot év épjuw, for which 
I would read, 7) év éroiuw. xaryptrurpevoy gives the more usual 
meaning ‘furnished with.’ My emendation of Heschyius is at 
any rate nearer to the MS, reading than Schmidt's eiyjperpov. 


1349 xpupriGev éEordras (si vera lectio) must be equivalent to, 
mTpos Tpvavav éororas, ‘standing by the stern.’ 


1356, 1357 are interpolated. Hesychius has: ei@uyrypia’ ro 
év TH eOade cvppayua (L would read, civayua) bro Tov apyiTe- 
KTOvwY, Kat pepos TL THS vews. This last I believe to have been 
suggested by the passage before us, and the first to be the real 
meaning of the word, as used by builders. I understand by 
civappa, the angle where the lines of the foundations of a 
building meet, and with et@uvrypia I would understand ywvia, for 
l hold a substantive of such a form to be impossible. §So the 
buttress of a bridge is called ywvia. See Lid. and Scott. s.v. 

1360 I should prefer: rivos ov, ris 7’ av. 

1371 is surely interpolated. 

1379-1384 The words dewvds—arpos yyv, are clearly interpo- 
lated. There was no «Avéwv in the creek, which only affected the 
ship as it came out of it, as appears from what follows. In 1380 
wap0évy is supplied by Badham. In P. there is a lacuna filled up 
by the second hand with, vavdrais (i.e. vavBarats) while C. reads, 
aore wy. (Plainly the verse was defective in the archetype). I 
would endeavour to restore the passage thus: xav tad 'Opeorys 
dpuov eis dpurtepov | AaBov ddeAdiv, Kadai KAipaxos Gopdv, | tavryv 
ZOnnev evrds eboréApsov veus. 

1385, 1386 No amount of special pleading can make such an 
expression as, yqs “EAAados vairar veos, tolerable. Either in 1386 
we should read veaviat, or 1385, 1386, thus: dyaApa’ xai Boa tis» 
ela vavBdrat x.t-A. In 1385 8’ is due to Markland. 


1393 jreiyero cannot be right, for the sense of ‘ being weighed 
down,’ which might possibly apply here, only occurs in Epic. I 
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would read, évetyero ; «AVSwre to be taken both with cuvpmecrodca, 
and éveiyero. 

1396 P.’s reading, és viv 6¢, is probably intended for és yhv 8’ 
av, but I think the words és—vaty (1396, 1397) are interpolated. 
For the impossib'e, afer radw mpvervyo’, in 1395, 1 would read 
then: és yatav ae mpiuvavy, and 1396-1398 thus: wpds «dpa 
Aaxrigovres’ 'Idiyévera b€ | oraGeioa rod’ ndgat’ x.7.A. 

1404, 1405 I regard as interpolated, and 1405 is no doubt 
corrupt as well. See note on Hec. 558. There is no lacuna for 
1406 connects well with 1405. Possibly however 1405 is 
genuine, and we should read there: xémp xép’ dppdaavres x.t.A. 


1414, 1415 I suspect the words, "IAcov—Tlocedav, are inter- 
polated. Ifsoé in 1415 before évavrios should be struck ont, 
and for IleAomidars I should be disposed to read trois févors. 


1416-1419 I would read: bs cot wapéfa tov "A-yapéuvovos 
yovoy | AaPety re, yyTts Tov ddvov rod ‘vy AvAsbe apLvnjLoveuTos 
Geay mpodovc’ adioxerar. Badham reads: rov ‘vy AdAide | dury- 
povevros Oedv. Note that in 1418 the MS. reading is AaPety r, 
and that there is no @ after ddeAdyv. 

1450-1452 This appears to have been interpolated by some 
one who like Strabo (p. 399) supposed the temple of Halae, and not 
that of Brauron to be the possessor of the true image. It is plain 
however that Euripides regarded it as deposited at Athens, from 
whence it, or what was supposed to be it, was according to some 
accounts carried off by Xerxes, but no doubt it was destroyed. 
The legend appears to be peculiar to Athens, for Herodotus seems 
to know nothing of it, and to him Iphigeneia herself is the 
goddess. 


1456-1472 The passage, “Apreuiv—oixors, 1s interpolated, and 
so too are the words, ravde—yuvaikas, (1467, 1468) and yvepys 
dtxaias ouvex, (1469), also, Yjdovs—AaBy (1470-1472), but, with 
the exception of 1471, 1472, by another hand. I would 
then join on 1456 to 1470 thus: olozpos "Epwiv' ratra 8 
éLedicuat | kal apiv y' ‘Apeios ev mayots cdcacd oe, and omit 
1471, 1472. So I believe this passage was originally continued 
after ofkors in 1467 (reading also 1471, 1472, for otherwise 
Iphigeneia would have been addressed), before the second inter- 
polator confused everything by dragging in the deliverance of 
the chorus, I hardly think Dindorf has improved matters by 
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his attempt to patch up the passage from the Scholiast of Aristo- 
phanes. Note that the MS. readings in 1469, 1470, are éxowcaca 
ge, and zpiv y.’ The interpolated passage, 1456-1467, is due to 
a desire to illustrate ancient religious customs, and so far as that 
goes is interesting and instructive. 

1478, 1479 I should prefer to place a mark of interrogation 
at the end of 1478, and to read oi« for @eovs in 1479, placing 
of course a full stop instead of a mark of interrogation at the end 
of the verse. 


1482, 1483 I regard as interpolated as a consequence of what 
I have said before, and indeed their style is enough to condemn 
them. 

1490-1496, I regard as an interpolation, and 1490, 1491, 
should be assigned to Athena. For otherwise no commands 
would have been addressed to the chorus by the goddess. The 
masculine évyres of course in the plural is quite correct. The 
singular dédeyua: in 1496 is due to the choragus speaking for 
the rest. These verses are intended to keep up the idea, dear to 
the heart of its inventor, that the chorus were to be restored to 
their homes. 
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Here in the ordinary course the Iphigeneia in Aulis would 
follow. The very peculiar character of that play has however 
induced me to treat it in a different manner from the rest, and to 
place it in an appendix, I therefore continue with the Cyclops. 
In this play, our only example of the satyric drama, all the 
metrical licences are found that obtain in comedy, with this 
exception, that there is no instance of a verse without a caesura, 
or of a dactyl in the fifth place. 

2 I would read éo@evey as Dindorf suggests. 


5 For y I would read & after érera, rejecting Hermann’s 
emendation ér’. ‘ When’ is no doubt required somewhere, but 
it should be placed in 7, where I read: ’Ey«éAadov iréav ws peony 
Geviw Sopi | exreva, That peony is better than és peony will hardly 
be disputed. As to Elmsley’s version which Dindorf gives, I can 
only say, that I would rather accept the synizesis in iréay, than a 
verse without a caesura, and that as is required, and might easily 
be corrupted to és. 
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40 For zpocy7’ dodais, I would read weats rpoo7jre. See note 
on Tro. 1245. 

120 Compare Alc, 671. Ido not then regard this as an example 
of the violation of the cretic canon. 

147 See Dindorf’s note on this verse. Iam rather disposed 
to think that 146, 147 are interpolated. For 148 answers satis- 
factorily to 145. 

153 dcpyv cannot be right, as Ulysses’ answer shows. I 
would read éc¢vv. The allusion is to waits Baxyiov, as the wine is 
called in 143. A misapprehension of éo¢paivoyar no doubt led to 
dopynv. The joke, if it can be called one, consists in Silenus 
inferring the xaAyyv dodvy from the fragrance diffused by the wine. 

164 I would read: as ei kmcty Kav KvAtka podvein (por évetn) 
piav, and in 166 pipaw’ av és ada for the MS. reading pia 7’ 
és dApny. 

169 rovré as in Comedy. 

182, 183 Comp. note on 300, 301, but I think there is inter- 
polation, and I would read in one verse: ryv mpodorw, Arts Iapw 
idotoa ypvceor x.T.A. 

194 I should prefer: arwAduec@ ap’. 

198 I should prefer: éreé ror peyad’ dv. ¥ would disappear 
before 7. 

210 Note violation of cretic canon. Compare 304, 682. 

230 Elision of od is here admissible though not in tragedy. 

240 is I think interpolated, but I do not doubt that the inter- 
polator intended zvAéva, nor can I approve the emendation ’s 
pvAova with its change of subject. 

245 is I suspect interpolated, and in 244 I would read, reject- 
Ing it, ra pev edov7’ for thy éunv. vydvv acc. of the part. 

252 The MS. reading being raé’, not aird, I would read : rpés 
dvtpa. o’ cicaduypevovs. Iam aware there is no example of e¢is- 
adixvovpat construed with mpds, but compare 288, which seems to 
me to confirm my reading here. 

260 I would restore xareAndby. There seems no sufficient 
reason for reading y éAnpOn. 

288 The MS. reading is: rpds dvtpa cots adtypévovs. I would 
read then : mpos avtpa o° cicadypevovs. Compare 252. Ican see 
no sufficient reason for reading gévovus for iAovs. 
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293-296 The temple of Sunium has nothing to do with 
Poseidon, and [ regard the words ra @’—dvedopa (so apogr. Paris. 
reads. C. has dvedpova) éveidy as interpolated. I would read then : 
MadXéas 7’ dxpou kevOuaves, olde Katadvyas | T'epaurriovs ye Pputiv 
efedwxaev. The words I have noted appear to refer to the mis- 
fortunes of the Greeks on their return from Troy, and the inappro- 
priateness of this here marks the interpolation. I do not then 
recognise any lacuna, reading as I do. Strabo notices temples of 
Poseidon at Taenarum and Geraestus, but not at Malea. It is 
possible then that 295, 294 are interpolated, and that a lacuna 
begins after cataduyai in 295, which the interpolator endeavoured 
to fill up by ra 9’ “EAAddos dvueopa +’ éveidy, Which are in fact 
Geraestus itself. ‘Thus there would be even so no lacuna, as the 
text stands, the appearance of which is due to the unskilful 
menner in which the interpolator has patched up his verse 
with y’. 

299 I would restore droorpépe. If you take no heed of argu- 
ments. But I shonld prefer: ei ot rair’. 


300, 301 The rules regarding successive verses beginning 
with trisyllabiec feet do not hold good in the Cyclops, but we do 
not find any example of more than two such verses, 


327 I would restore rérAov. xpovew wérAov is one thing, 
xruretv is another, What it is that xpove: rérAov means I would 
rather not say. 


334 I can see no objection to the MS. reading dya ovrw: Ovw, 
or reason for altering it. See note on #/. 1141. 

343 I would restore the MS. reading rovde A€Byra, reading 6 
S¢, for y’ ds, so that it would be: rdvde AeBnf’, 6 de Léoas. 

344 I would read d:addpyrov for dvedopyrov with Scaliger. 

345, 346 Bwpdv does not seem a very probable correction for 
xapov, nor do I see what ro «ar avAtov Gea depends on. Perhaps 
we should read: rw war’ atAvov va Ged (Oe monosyllable) ory- 
cavres duct komov x.t.A. (Geo depending on apc). 

349 xapdiay and yvuipyv can hardly both be right. Perhaps we 
should read 548, 349 thus: xai rots Gadacoiovs ye, viv 8 és GAC 
pevov, | yvaunv Karéoyov avopds dvorwrdarov. 


392 I would read éréorynocer for éréLecey with Lobeck. 
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393 I should prefer : dBeXovs ewer’, dxpous péev eyKexarvpevors, 
so as to get rid of the repetition of wvpi, which may have been 
an explanation, and in 394 xAddovs for kAddwy (C. KAddy). 


395 is I think interpolated. The interpolator however, I do 
not doubt, intended odayetu in the sense of odayidas, and 
wrote yvdOovs not yvafo.s, meaning sacrificial knives of flint. 


410 I should prefer : dvérecey doOpa papvyos éfteis Bapv. 


430 The MS. reading is Aavaiéav. I should prefer pyAovdpur, 
which corrupted to vyAcav might have led to Aavaidév. 


434 adve can hardly be right. I would read with Musgrave 
mTrépvya caAever. 


439,440 I do not doubt, independent of their character, 
that these two verses are interpolated, for, as Paley points out, 
the chorus should only speak two verses. In 439 for cidwva rov 
didov, I would read, cudewva trav pirwv (trav Pirwv, the Nymphs) 
and in 440, rovd’ otk éxouev dé xutadayeiv (the MS. reading 
except that I have inserted d€ after éxyouev.) ‘ And as for this 
Cyclops we cannot eat him up, as he has served your companions.’ 
For what is to be understood by cudeiva, I refer to Macho (ap. 
Athenaeum p. 580 f. v. 71-75.) where Gnathaena’s abominable 
joke is explained by certain matutinal habits of the Greeks, for 
which see Arist. Eccles. 311-326. As regards the construction of 
xnpevomev, it may be explained, if not justified, by the verse of 
Archilochus, (#7. 71. Bergk) ai yap as éuoi yévorro xeipa NeoBvAns 
Oyetv, where I hold NeoBuvAys to depend on @ryeitvy and xeipa to be 
the acc. of the part. So I understand the construction in 
Phil. 761. | 


449 I should prefer, ddAtov évOvunpd pov. 
450 Here dai is legitimate as in comedy. 


451 I rather think azvad\Aagéa: should be restored, and that it 
depends on émivpia in 449. 


469 I would read with Kirchhoff, év ozovéats. 


470 I should prefer: cat ovdAdAaBoluyny rov tupdAodvvros opp’ 
éyw | Sadod x.7.A. 


519, 520 I think we should read: cfu yap rod Baxxiov | Geod 
tptBwv rove’ x.7.X. ) 
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542 I believe to be interpolated, and that therefore there is 
no lacuna. | 

560 I would read vai pa Ae with Aldus, not ot pa Aia, so 
as to retain Silenus’ favourite catch-word. vai pa Ava is just as 
appropriate here as in 599. 

564 is I think interpolated, and I would read in 564, ds 7’ 
exmie. Silenus suits the action to the word. 


571 I hold Casaubon's reading oravra to be the true one. 
It might readily be corrupted to cvyévra, which besides would be 
suggested by 568. 


‘573, 574 I would read thus: kav pev oracys roAw vw eis 
urvov Bader. Ulysses should only speak two verses as at 570, 
O71, 

581 I should prefer: otx« av xioayue Xapitas al wept pe. 

604 I think we should read: airotor. vatrats drodéoyr’ 
‘Odvecea. ) 

633 The MS. reading is cai tov, «avtdévy does not commend it- 
self tome. Perhaps we should read in 633, 634: poydov AaBew, 
os THS TUXYs Kowwpeba, leaving out the rest. 


642 I would restore the MS. reading dvipes. 


671, which interrupts the succession of the half-verses, [ 
believe to be interpolated, 

672 1 should prefer: ov ce tts Wdikyno’ dpa. This seems to me 
to have more point, and one aorist follows another. 


674 Dindorf has the note, fortasse delendus. So I think 
without any fortasse. 


686 I should prefer: reputyouriv ye. mepiayw intransitive. 
See Lid. and Scott. s, v. 

688 Oiris should certainly be read for otros with Hartung. 

690 I would read déuas not cap’. The & of déuas disappear- 
ing before the o of ‘Odvocews, led to the MS. dap’. 

692 I think ye should be retained after dmep. pe if needed 


could be placed after gvoas, as a Parisian copy of C. does 
actually place it. 
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704-707 Dindorf tells us 705, 706, have been supplied by the 
second hand in P. But he must mean, 706, 707, as he refers to 
different readings of the first and second hands in 705. I would 
then leave out 706, 707, as interpolated, and read in 705, airotot 
vavrais ovyKkepavvocw Badrwv. For ovyxepavyvwow compare Crat. 
Pyt. 8. 4., where cuvvrpiw occurs in the verse before. I do not 
refer to Bacchae 1103, because I regard that verse as spurious. 
See Dindorf’s note on 705, and observe the clumsy attempts to 
make up the defect in the verse caused by cuvtpifw, which we 
read in the first and second hands in P. 
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85 Aiveas. This synizesis may be compared with that of 
iréay in Cyel. 7. 

118 jv dpa, means, ‘ even if they do it at all,’ and should be 
followed by a comma. 

151 is, I suspect, interpolated. 

156, 157 are I think interpolated. éri rovrots would seem to 
refer to conditions, but none had been made. 

166 I would read, zodidyov, which I think is confirmed by 
821, where Hector is addressed as roAioyov kpatos. moAtovyos is 1 
think Ionic. Im the passages cited by Lid. and Scott from 
Aristophanes two are lyric, and in Aves, 827 roA‘oyos might be 
read, All the examples in Aesch, S.C.7. are lyric, and in 109 I 
learn the metre requires roAcoyos, 

220, 221 are I think interpolated. aida Tvddéws is far too 
remote from «travwy. I would read then, 'Odvecéa, in 219, re- 
jecting them. They are in no way necessary, and it seems 
probable that Dolon like the chorus would only speak three 
verses. 

302 I should prefer BeBar’, of which I regard éorar’ as an 
explanation. 

333 I should prefer: pica idots Os vorepov Bondpopel. 

334-341 I think there is no lacuna, but that 335-338 is 
interpolated, while I would read 359, 340, thus: GAX’ et rapauveis 
kat Aoywv exate oy, and in 341 wapéorw for rapéorat. 

390 I should prefer: yatpw dé o’ eitvyotvé’ spav Kadypevoyr. 
The expl. rpooypevov expelled épav. 

450-453 It almost seems to me as if the passage should be 
read thus: zpos olxov elut, kairep vorepos poddy | répoas ’Axacovs 
Tous ey’ abyodvras dopt. | tudv o€ pyris dois’ dpyra: yepi. Unless 
indeed, 452, 453 are interpolated, 
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477, 478 vopov ‘“EAAd8os seems a strange expression. I 
should be disposed to read: ov fadiov 8 dd’ “EAAGS’ éxrépoat 
dopi. 

491 I should prefer: xara ordp’ ody ragov p’ AyiAd€ws orparod. 
Disappearance of ovy led I suppose to what we read. xat seems 
quite out of place. Perhaps for “AyAAéws we should read 
"AxiAAciov. 

492 The MS. reading is évragar. I think @otpov is an ex- 
planation and that we should read otx gor éxeivou o° avriov 
tagar dopi. 

496 I should prefer: ris 8 ovv. Disappearance of the y of 
ovv before pz might have led to ris 57. 

500 The MS. reading is xai not efs. I would read yes. 

525 For €y6a: I would read neve. See Dindorf’s note. 


565, 566 open the stichomythia. I would read then decpov 
for decua in 567, rejecting 568, 569 as interpolated, for Diomede 
should only speak one verse. decuav depends on xrvzov in 566. 

575 is interpolated like 568, 569. raode agrees with evvas 
in 574. | 

581 Omitting this verse I would read 580 thus: ri dy7ra 
Spapev ; Tov yap avdp’ ovx nupoper. 

582-584 Ulysses should only speak one verse. I would 
read then thus: otetywpev’ od yap tyv tUxynv Biuortéov, leaving 
out the rest. 

585 Compare 85 and the note on that verse. 

593 I regard as interpolated ; and I would read, 591, 592 
thus: mas 8 ov (sc. edpdcapev), xtavdvte vavoTdOuwv Kata- 
OKOTOV , 

595, 596 I should prefer to read in one verse: ot 57 mwepare 
kapdiav Sednypevor 5 


612 is I suspect interpolated, and also 620, 621. yOwv xéxeve 
(621) is a strange expression in such a connexion. 
633 I should prefer xaraxavovra for xarbavovra. 


643 It would seem there must be four actors. For though 
Ulysses appears to leave the stage at 626, yet Paris immediately 
shows himself in the distance, and cannot be represented by the 
actor who takes the part of Ulysses. 
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675-691 This passage has been much corrupted and con- 
fused. Of 675-682 Dindorf says: In libris haee choro tribu- 
untur. 676, 677 are I believe spoken by the choragus, who is 
in fact the lochagus. He is pursuing Diomede and Ulysses, of 
whom he has caught a glimpse as they run across the stage. 
Ulysses immediately returning faces the lochagus, who exclaims 
ris 68’ dvijp ; He is answered by one of his men in 678, where I 
would read 7 twes KAG@wes x.7.A. for KA@res oirwes. The lochagus 
replies révé’ éyw, xal révd’ EwapWa (for so I read for roved with 
Dindorf, though I do not think there is any question of Diomede 
as he does, but that the rovde in both cases means the same man, 
Ulysses). He then addresses Ulysses, as I would read, thus : 
tis av; tis 6 Aoyos; woHev; I do not doubt Adyos is the true 
reading for Aoyos cannot possibly be used in the sense of civ@ypa, 
while I regard €fas as an explanation of wofev, and wodamos ef of 
ris ov, Which has disappeared from the text. ‘Who are you? 
What is your company? Where do you come from!’ zdfev 
éBas ; wodavos ef ; is the unmetrical reading of V. 683 1 do not 
regard as interpolated, though oypepov, which is not in V., has 
very probably been inserted to supply some word which has 
dropped out. I can see no real objection to the crasis, yp1) eidévat. 
and the MS. that has it (no doubt ex correctione) is confirmed 
by V. who reads o% o° éxpqv, which has I think arisen from 
reading ovceypy as ov ao’ éypy. The lochagus provoked by 
Ulysses’ insolence now demands the pass-word with threats. 
Perhaps one might read in 683 (regarding ojpepov dpdcas as an 
interpolation to supply a lacuna): ov oe ypy eidevat’ Gavei yap mpiv 
pafetvy KaKos KaKdis. 

685 I would read: ciaitw (se. 7 AGyyyn) Odpoe, weAas iO w.7.A. 
The MS. reading is iotw, Gapoet, wéAas if, though they assign 
médas t to the chorus, The words vate «.r.A. I again assign to 
the lochagus, who like Achilles, in. 7'roil/us and Cressida, prefers 
to have his killing done for him by deputy ; and whatever in 
the text 1s assigned to the Hemichori [ assign to him down 
to dopv in 688. 

686 I would read: OA. ito6t Pyoov p’ ds xaréxra. XO. ci 3 
€ueé Tov xtevotvta oé. * Know me for the man who killed Rhesus,’ 
says Ulysses, to which the lochagus replies: ‘And do you know 
me for the man who will kill you.” The MS, reading is: 7 ov 
by) “Pioov xatexras. XO. adda Tov Krevourra ve. 


Q 
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687 I would read: OA. toye was tis. XO. Oeive, Oetv’. OA. 4G, 
didtov advdpa py kravps. Oeive, Gety’, though widely differing from 
the MS. reading, od pea, is suggested by Ulysses’ reply. 
(Perhaps od pevo is for od pév otv.) ts is no doubt an ancient 
correction but I think a probable one. 


689 The lochagus, now satisfied that Ulysses is a friend and 
not one of the two or more men whom he dimly saw running 
away, asks him if he knows which way they have gone. I 
would assign then the second half of the verse to Ulysses, 
reading xaredounv for xareiSouev. As he speaks he pretends to 
be following them and disappears in the darkness. 


690 Here I would assign the words épre— airav to the 
lochagus, and 7 (as I read for 7) Bow éyepréov; to one of his 
men, assigning 691 to the lochagus. So I assign the dialogue, 
704-709, to the lochagus and a soldier who speaks to him, the 
lochagus being represented in the text by HM. B, and the 
soldier by HM. A. 


In 722-727 I would assign 722, 723 to the lochagus, and 
then what the text gives to HM. B to him, and what appears 
under HM. A to the soldier. 


724 Svooi~w can have no other meaning but ‘to suspect,’ 
and I read with Musgrave dvco~g’ ov for dvcofe in 805. In 
Agam. 1316 I render ‘I am ‘not suspicious through fear, as a 
bird suspects a bush’ (ovrot dvcoi{w Odpvov ws dpvis PdBw). 


725 I would read: ti; A€fov' ri rapBets ; I think the Spas of 
V. and some MSS., which is supplemented in others by 6y, has 
arisen from A¢efwv being read for A€~ov, so that it appeared to be 
a repetition of Adoxwy, causing dpas to be substituted; or, may 
be, dpas was intended to fill up a supposed ellipsis after ri, which 
was misunderstood. I render: ‘Suspecting what? speak out ; 
what are you afraid of ?’ 


7174-782 I would follow V.’s arrangement of these verses as 
stated by Dindorf (774, 776, 775, 779, 780, 781, 777, 778, 782), 
rejecting however, 777, 778 as interpolated, and presenting the 
passage thus: (774) as & éxunOnv eyo (776) Arvod 7 abrots wh 
mwerdleo Oat orpara, (779) érrngdrny re kaveywpeirny wadw, then 779, 
780 as in the text (only that in 779 I would read éy for wadwy). 


183 édpaiav pay is the accusative of the part, while trzovs in 
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781 is the direct object of éreuBeBoras. 1 should prefer however 
to read: éreuBeBare dvo0 AvKw 'dpaiav payer. 

793, 794 atydfovra can hardly be right. I think there is 
interpolation, and I would read: ép6is 8 dvaccw, xai pe ddpv 
Onpwyevov «.7.A. 

836 With Nauck I would reject this verse as spurious. 

844 Perhaps for ris we should read més, ’Apyetwy ris being 
understood as the subject af 7#A@ev, and borrowed from 843. 

877, 878 I should prefer: AdfucGe tovde, Kaitov és dodpovs 
éwovs | ayovres, as dv py 'yxaky wopaivere. 

879-881 I should prefer: tmeis 8 idvres roiow ev relye 
vexpovs | Odwrev xéAerGe x 7.A. The passage as it stands seems to 
me to savour of interpolation. 

924 I would read xeivw with the MSS.: ‘That famous 
sophist.’ 

944 See note on Aesch. Suppl. 933. 

947 For PotPos the sense seems to require éyé te. I suppose 
some one bearing in mind Apollo’s connexion with the Muses, 
and zealous for his honour, intruded his name, 


950 See note on Soph. 0.R. 1184. 


989 | -hould prefer orpare, and oxodoras for retyy 7’ in 990. 
Comp. 116. 
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The /thesws is generally acknowledged not to be the work of 
Kuripides, and indeed it seems strange any competent critic 
should ever have supposed it was so, but the Heraclidae seems 
still pretty generally accepted as genuine. It appears to me to be 
a play of the same period as the Ahesws, but it differs from it in 
this that the author is an imitator of Euripides, though he but 
imperfectly copies the style, and shows no trace of the genius of 
the author, in whose footsteps he follows. The plan of the play 
is borrowed from the Supplices, and the episode of Macaria is a 
reproduction of that of Menoeceus in the Phoenissae. The piece 
of burlesque in this play, when Iolaus is represented feebly 
hobbling off to the battle-field, is of much the same character, as 
the equally burlesque scene between Ulysses and the Trojan patrol 
in the Aiesus, and would seem to be characteristic of the plays of 
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that time. In both plays style language and versification are 
good, but the matter poor and feeble. As regards length: if the 
prologue of the Rhesus were extant, they would consist of almost 
exactly the same number of verses. Their brevity is chiefly owing 
to the very small space the choral odes occupy in them, as 
compared with the plays of Sophocles and Euripides. As to the 
date of the play one might conjecture it was performed about 
the time of the Lacedaemonian alliance of 369 Bc. It is to be 
observed that in the speech in favour of that alliance, which 
Xenophon puts in the mouth of the Phliasian Procles, these 
words occur (Hel. 6. 5. 47): xaAod ye pny Kaxelvov dvtos, Te oxX6v- 
res THY Eipvobéws tBpw, Svecdoare tovs ‘Hpaxdéovs zaidas. 

7 I would restore 7ovyws. 

30 ’IdAaos in iambics is as inadmissible as MevéAaos. I would 
read : ovxér’ "IoAews quvve k.7.A. “IdAews, trisyllable. 

33, 34 Omitting the words Bdpioc—-rpocwdedAjoat, as inter- 
polated, I would read : ixéras xafeLopuerOa: wedia yap rade. Thus 
we get rid of the repetition yOdva, yovos as well as the objection- 
able clause itself. 

38 dpov I think should be restored, reading rdvé’ here (with P.), 
and réppova in 37 ; réppova, an adjective, as it appears to be in 
Helena 1473, and indeed it is I believe always properly so with 
Spos understood, as Aewddpos is with dds understood. 

43-45 xamiBuopocrarety, which Dindorf well calls monstrum 
vocabuli, is due I believe to interpolation. I would read: owee’ 
merdlew yap kdpas Boye veas | aldovueb’. “YAXos & ols re tpecBever 
yevos k.7.A. : 

63 For po I think ov should be read; ov corrupted to a 
borrowed y from the 7 of zovov. 


72 I believe to be interpolated. 

89 I would read: ‘IdAewv' déuas yap odk axypuKrov Td6e. 

145 In the MS. reading év roto. 5 airots rotor, the second 
roto. has every appearance of interpolation. Perhaps we should 
read : det mi Tots avtotow éeotapev oyots. 

163 I would read: TipuvOiorr woAcuov aixynoes éxew. LI regard 
’Apyetots aS an explanation of Tipuv6cors. 

185 The MS. reading is: ovde eof yyiv ert, which I would 
restore, reading however “Apyos for “Apyovs. 
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211 airaveyiwv here, in no way vouches for airavéyios being a 
tragic word, For in this most prosaic argument, which sounds 
like an extract from a speech, wept “HpaxAgovs xAnjpov, it is 
essential that the degree of relationship should be stated with 
accuracy. 

217 I hold to be interpolated, and I would read 218 thus: 
“Auov '& épenvav os dviyyayey pvyav x.t.A. 

226 I regard the words xai xaracrédw XEpotv, as interpolated. 
What has such an expression as xatacrédw yepotv In common with 
Andr, 894 and Jph. A. 1216, that Lid. and Scott cite in defence 
of it? One might conjecture: dAX’ dvropal oe mpos crédwv ayw 
xepoiv, restoring the MS. xat in 227, for which Dindorf has p7. 
Compare Eur. Suppl. 10 and 259, which last may have suggested 
KaTacrTepw. (Scaliger’s emendation KaTracredy), for KaTacTpopy), 
seems certain.) 

236 zpiccai cupdopas Sd0c means, I suppose, three distinct 
circumstances that affect the case in question ; cvazdmopa meaning 
here anything that occurs in conjunction with something else. 

237 I would read: ras cas IoAews py) wapwoacfa divas. For 
the MS. gévovs, Kirchhoff reads Adyous, Arras was [ suppose 
corrupted to avras and éras, which suggested the correction fevous 
metri gratia, As the copyists prefer MeveAne to MevéAews (voc.) 
so here they have preferred "Id\ae to ‘IdAews. 

251 For zpos roiodé +’; I should prefer cai mpos rad x.7.A. 
(pds adverbial). 

263 éxeivovs the Argives, 

312 I do not think there is any lacuna, and I would read here 
nyeiobe vw for vopitere. 

313 I should prefer: kat py wor’ atpeo’ éyOpov és yaiay dopv. 

314, 315 The words a\\a—vopifer’, are, I suspect, interpo- 
lated. 


320, 321 I would read these two verses in one thus: fav otv 
éyw oe Kat Gavov Onoews reAas, and in 322, rade A€yww Kai od’ 
evppava. 

384 Restoring Adyovs I would read ob yap re od Wetoer x.7.X. 
‘You will not belie’. ov disappeared before Wevoe. 

387 I would read racd’ for tas with Hartung. 
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403 I would read woots 5¢ xpyouav. Comp. 488. 
406 I should prefer: xai rdAAa pév 35% k.7.A. 


407 I think Triclinius’ reading zacw is the right one, and 
that for é& we should read ev. 
415 I would restore ay eioiSois, reading ye wuxvds for muxvas av. 


462 Certainly Wevdés should be read with Nauck, if the word 
is to be retained. But I should prefer to read ovx dAnOés, leaving 
out Kaxov. 


470 isI think interpolated. 


490 I hold Porson’s reading which Dindorf adopts to be the 
true one, and that xeAevew got into the text from 408. 

498 I would read : év rade xarexdpecOa. I can see no justifica- 
tion for xai. The MS. reading is xedyopuerOa. 

511 I would certainly read with Nauck, rid’ 6. riod’ 6 was 
corrupted to r7ad«, and corrected to ry08’ a. 


513 xdrerd twa is the reading of the first hand in P. We 
should then certainly read : xazeir’ dria with Kirchhoff. 


529 I should prefer: xai p’ iSpatver’ ci Soxel. xatapxecbe was 
I suppose an explanation. Comp. Iph. 7. 54. 

539, 540 I would read :. ot éor’ dAAHev ppovypa cov | GAN’ ef 
éxeivov, orréppa THS Oeias ppevds, and I would reject 541, 542, as 
interpolated. The form “‘HpaxAjos is suspicious, and aicxvvopar is 
in no way to the purpose. 

577 is I think interpolated, and suggested by 453-455. 
Macaria could have had no knowledge of Iolaus’ offer. Whether 
we read yy here or xai with Kirchoff, the sense is the same, for y7 
is to be construed with rpobupos. 

640 See note on Soph. 0.C. 1543. 

647 I would read: pay tis o° 'IoAews «.7.X. 


657 The MS. reading being cé tpdoe, I should be disposed to 
read os mpdcfe and rovde por. 

665 I am inclined to regard this verse as spurious, and omit- 
ting it I would read in 666: *pov dp’ epyov éotiv ioropety rade: 
If 665 is genuine I would read: od piv ydp* «.7.r. In 666. 

673 zdpos for éxas is hardly probable. Perhaps we should 
read : 70 mapnyOat oddyia ragéw eixacov. 

684 I should prefer zpaype, for rpadpa. 
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689 I would read: add’ ot payotpel’ adpibuov oty éAdoooves. 
‘We shall be no fewer if I make one.’ The MS. reading is 
ovv payodn’ dpiOpov obk ékdococt. 

690 I would read, rpor@joes. This corrupted to, rpocfeis, 
led to P.’s reading wpooriGeis. 

743 See note on A.F, 220, 

784, 785 Hartung’s emendation of these verses which Dindorf 
adopts gives a very good sense. I would suggest however to read 
them thus : déo7owa, pifovs col Te cvvTowTarous | KAveu, OOD TE 
rovcde xaddiorovs dépw. Compare the MS. reading: décr7owa, 
pudous cot te cuvropwrdrous | kAvew, éuoi re Tade Kaddicrous 
cbepw. 

792 I would read this verse thus: féciv- wéyurrov 7’ edxXers 
Kata otparov, and in 793 [ restore the MS. reading: 6 per yépwr 
ovx eorw "IdAews ode. ‘They are alive,’ says the retainer, ‘and 
the most glorious in the army’; ‘is not surely the old man 
Tolaus,’ breaks in Alemena expecting to hear it is Hyllus (ode not 
to be connected with Jolaus but understood as 6 péyurrov ei«Aeys) 
* But he is though,’ replies the retainer, 

805, 806 One might read in 805: éwei (C. émi) yy ride a’ 
oik édcomev, and in 806: pydev epyaca. (The MS. reading is 
ovoev éepyacet). The change of prdév épyacra: to ovdey epydoe led 
to dvdpés in 807, rightly corrected back by Hartung to davdpév. 

845 I would read, ‘IdAews érep Pinca x.7.A, 

859 I think the original reading was, y’ ’IoAews, which will 
account for the MS. reading, roAews. ye would imply that what- 
ever might be the truth about Hercules and Hebe, there could be 
no doubt that Iolaus captured Eurystheus. 

884. I believe to be interpolated. 

888 I should prefer to read peprnwevy here, and restore 
éXevbépwoov in 890, Perhaps too we should read ot for 6 in 889, 

930 I should be disposed to read riyyv with Stobaeus for 
TUXEW. 

947, 948 cannot stand together. I would however read, 
946-948, thus: ri yap ob Tov enor, dv’ orov pév éeore vir, | odx, & 
Tavoupye, Talo érAys KabvBpicat ; taking the clause parenthetically, 
and connecting os in 949 with 945. Or perhaps rejecting 946— . 
948 as interpolated, we should read in 949, fav6" os map’ “Ady 
Tat €Mov KATIyayes. 
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950, 951 I regard the clause dSpas (the MS. reading) —Zreyres, 
as interpolated. Leaving it out I would read in 951: & zpds be 
TovTots GAN’ éunxavw xaxa | ovy®: placing a mark of interrogation, 
at the end 949. 

962 is I think interpolated and therefore there is no lacuna. 

987, 988 I would read in one verse: coi nev ye o@ Te madi 
ovyyevns yeyus. 

999 The MS. reading being ye, not ts, I would read ye 
xpnora. 

1015 For rév re I would read rovée. | 

1026 I would read rive 8’ otv réAw, the MS. reading being 
87) modu. 

10380 I would read: Ouvovra p’ ci yap Ode’; p ci was I 
suppose corrupted to pe. 

1032 I would read, yipiy for «ai oot and, in 1041, éaoyr 
with Kirchhoff. 

1050, 1051 The words, eira—xravovras, are a manifest inter- 
polation. I would read: xopifere, dudes, ope: wy yap eArions 
«.7.A., and in 1052 éxBarety for éxBareis. 


APPENDIX 


APPENDIX 
EUR. JPA. A. 


The Iphigeneia in Aulis which was left unfinished by 
Euripides was, as we are informed by the Scholiast on Aristo- 
phanes (/tanae 67), brought on the stage after his death by his 
son along with the Alemaeon and the Bacchae. This version of the 
play is clearly not the one which has come down to us, which is 
a patchwork composed by different hands, and seems to belong to 


a comparatively late period, probably not earlier than the fourth 


or fifth century after Christ. None of the choruses seem to be 
the work of Euripides, and it is remarkable that the matter 
introduced appears to be suggested by the scattered fragments of 
Euripides, and intended to carry out the plot there indicated, and 
not to be derived from any complete version of the play in the 
hands of the interpolators. It will be objected that the words 
of the Chorus, 661 67)—Pwras, (547-551) are quoted by Athenasus 
(562. f.) But he attributes them to Chaeremon to whom I do not 
doubt they belong, and that they have been inserted here from 
Athenaeus. They are excellent in themselves, and contrast 
strangely with the very poor matter with which they have been 
incorporated, It is true that immediately after Athenaeus 
appears to attribute certain verses of the Traumatias of Alexis 
to the same author, but that is due to a lacuna in his text, not 
to any mistake on his part. 

It has been strangely supposed by Dindorf that the prologue 
(49-114) is quoted by Aristotle (Rhet. 3. 11. p. 1411 b. 30) where 
we find rovAciHepoy “EdAnves géavres roaiv, which he takes to 
be quoted from, roivreifev oty “EAAnves agavres dopi, there (80), It 
seems to me then that it is not Aristotle who quotes the prologue, 
but the author of the prologue has adopted what he found 
in Aristotle. The passage of Aristotle however where the quota- 
tion occurs, as well as the quotation itself, appears to be corrupt, 
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and I will endeavour to correct it. I therefore give it in full: 
Léyw 8%, mpd dupdrwv, ratta qroiv & evepyotvra onpaive: olor, 
Tov ayabov avipa pavat elvar TeTpaywvov, peTapopa, Gudw yap TéAELa, 
GAN’ ov onpaiver évépyetav’ aGAAG 7d, avOotcay Exovres THY aKuHV, 
évépyela, kal Td, 720 Wamep Aderor, évepyeta, Kal, TOUAEUOEpov "EAAnVes 
agavres tociv, Td agavres évépyeta kai petapopa (I give the reading 
of A). My Teubner edition of 1885 has the note: rovvredbev 
ouvv ex Euripide pr. Victor. et post eum omnes editiones ; rovAcv- 
Gepov 8 “EAAnves. Y?. Z”., 70 éXevOépois "EAAnves 2. which though 
a correction, I take to be the true reading. It is clear from the 
other examples that ro is no part of the quotation but improperly 
attached to éXevHepov, while éAevOépors does not merely satisfy 
the metre, but gives the sense required, for the improper applica- 
tion of the epithet éAcvépors to an inanimate object zociv, con- 
stitutes the peragopd, and dgavres the évépyera. I would therefore 
strike out the words 76 agavres, for once we get rid of them we 
obtain a perfectly clear and consistent sense. That what I have 
stated is the proper explanation of peradopa appears from what 
immediately follows : rd ra dyvya Eupvya rocety ba THS weTapopas. 
As regards the expression édevOdpors mociv, I would compare 
Eumelus (ap. Paus. iv. 33), ro yap "lOwudra xarabvpuos éxAero 
Moioa xabapa cat éXevOepa capBadr’ exovoa (Bergk reads xafapay, 
understanding xifapay, but that does not affect my point, which 
is the epithet éAcvOepa applied to odpBada). 

It is also alleged with more probability that éA\@ov—Mevédaov, 
(71-77) is quoted by Clem. Alex. (Paed. p. 95). I would observe 
that Clement makes no mention of Euripides and the Iphigeneia, 
but only quotes 6 tpayixds. I will give the passage as it is found 
in his text, which seems to me conclusive that the author of the 
prologue got the verses from Clement, and not Clement from him. 
éhOav 5’ éx Ppvyav 6 tas Geas | xpivwv (Prol. xpivas) 68’ as 6 pdOos 
’Apyeiwy (Prol. dvOpwrwv) Aéye (the rest asin the Prologue). Now 
it seems clear that xpivwy is a more forcible and picturesque 
expression than xpivas. «pivwy has a touch of irony, ‘This 
fellow who judges goddesses’; xpivas simply states a fact. Again 
no one would think of changing dv@pwrwv to ’Apyeiwy, while on 
the other hand the interpolator might easily make the opposite 
change. The verses too, though not of first-rate quality, are cer- 
tainly very superior to those in whose company they find them- 
selves. 
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As regards Mevédaov in 77 (where for dpéuw I would read 
peonv, P. having po, C. popw) it appears no doubt in the text of 
Clement, but it does not follow that he did not write MevéAcwr, 
(tris.) for we do not know what followed in the author quoted, 
and MeveAaov may be due to the copyists. But I think there is 
reason to believe that the interpolator wrote, MevéAewy’ 06’ oiv 
here, and MevéAewr. éreAGiv in 71. For in 84 we find: «dpe orpa- 
Tyyew Kara MevéAew yap, where xara is plainly out of place. L 
think then that the interpolator wrote: «dra orparyyeiv pe edict 
MeréAew yap, and that the usual objection to MevéAew (tris.) led 
to what we read. 

As regards the supposed quotation by Plutarch (449, 450) I 
have already noticed it in the Preface, p. xx 1. 10 from bottom, 
and I believe these are the only alleged quotations to be found 
in ancient authors from those parts of the play I do not regard as 
the work of Euripides. 

The verses 1532-1629, which no one regards as genuine, are 
of course an independent addition, and have no real connexion 
with 1-1531, which existed as a complete whole before they were 
written. 

It is possible that the verses quoted by Aelian as from the 
Iphigeneia in Aulis, and which point to a very different denoue- 
ment from that in the play we now read, may perhaps be derived 
from the version of the Iphigeneia performed after the death of 
Euripides. But I find this difficulty that @/Aos is used there 
simply for, ‘ their,’ a sense I believe not authorized by Attic or 
tragic usage. Perhaps however for, €Aadov 6° ‘Ayaov yepoty 
evOijow dbiAos, Aclian wrote, éym 6’ 'Ayatay yepoly éevOyjow ‘Aadov | 
cepovocav «.7.A., and thit what we find is due to the copyists, 
who I think I have observed are apt to alter the text in cases 
of aphaeresis. i 

The only parts of the play then which I attribute to Euripides 
are 1-163 (striking out the prologue), 303-412, 511-525, 
640-740, 801-910, 1106-1254, 1338-1401, 1459-1467. With 
these then I propose to deal, without concerning myself as to 
the rest. 


1 No doubt before this verse Euripides intended to place one 
of those prologues in which all the circumstances of the play 


? T should observe that Stobacus quotes 979, 980, but I refer to authors 
before the fourth or fifth century, 
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would have been explained to the audience. It seems to me not 
improbable that this prologue was to have been spoken by 
Menelaus, who at the end of it would express his intention of 
going out to meet Iphigeneia, and so leave the stage. This 
would account for our finding him struggling with the old slave 
for the possession of Agamemnon’s letter at 303. As Menelaus 
left the stage Agamemnon would issue from the royal quarters 
with a light and sealed packet in his hand. I suppose him 
to look about him, and then turning towards the house which he 
has just left, to call to the old slave to come out to him. 


2-5 The words ri d¢—zadpecrw appear to me to be inter- 
polated. ri d€ xatvovpyets x.7.4. is repeated in other words in 
12, 13. The promise contained in zevoe: (3) is not fulfilled, and 
the oreiywpev gow of 16 seems to show that the old slave 
expected no information. 4, 5 are to me in any case suspicious 
from their style. 


9 I would read: ovxow Odyyos tis y’ dpvidwv, for I regard 
10, 11 as interpolated. Agamemnon is anxious for the dawn to 
break in order to dispatch the old man with the letter. He 
calls him out then to give him an idea of how much of the night 
has passed, his question practically amounting to : What o'clock 
is it? Judging from the answer that it will not be day for 
some time, he observes: ‘ Yes, to be sure; the birds have not 
begun to chirp.’ 10,11 are in no way to the purpose. The old 
slave, having as he supposes satisfied his master that it was yet 
early, and perhaps finding it chilly, proposes they should go in 
again. He evidently supposes he has been called out for no 
other purpose but to give an idea of what time it is. 

12 From what follows in the play it is clear not a tent but a 
house is intended. Either then we should read: ri ov 3’ otkwv 
7avd,, or Kuripides has wade a slip, which seems more probable. 


33 I would read with Stobaeus vevouiora. P.C. BovdAdcuer’ 
éori, and so Plutarch, for I regard BovAdmevov as a mere copyist’s 
error. BovAdpevos seems to be used incorrectly (I mean from 
the point of view of tragic usage) as it is in 1270, a verse that 
occurs in a non-Kuripidean part of the play. 


37 P.C. xat raira. I would read xdzera which seems to 
give the sense required. A wax tablet is intended. 


39, 40 I regard the words zevxyv, Oadepov, as interpolated. 
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Agamemnon might dash the tablet to the ground but hardly the 
light. I would read then in one verse: pirres te rédw, kata 
édxpv xewv. Here follows a lacuna, either in the text, or because 
what is required to complete the sense was never written by 
Euripides, and this has led to the intrusion of the prologue, 
and the insertion of the anapaests, 115, 116, to connect with 
those that follow. Before reading the letter to the old 
slave, Agamemnon must necessarily have told him of his change 
of purpose, and that he no longer intended to marry Iphigeneia 
to Achilles, so that he was to be dispatched to meet her and 
prevent her coming to the camp. Note that 115, 116 are 
found in P.C. after 115, showing that they are the interpolation 
of a different hand from the author of the prologue, and brought 
in from the margin. 

130-132 are sufficiently shown to be spurious by their style. 
But before 133 there must be another lacuna. For between 129 
and 133 Agamemnon must have explained to the old man that 
the marriage was a mere blind in order to get Iphigeneia sent to 
Aulis to be sacrificed, not merely that Achilles had never heard of 
it. To return however to the letter. 120, 121 appear to me to be 
corrupted, and I think we should read: trav dAucAvotov trépvy’- 
EvPoias | AtAw koAmwmin, KoAmmdn was I suppose removed from 
its position, owing to a mistaken notion that the hiatus, which 
is justified by the full stop, was inadmissible. The same notion I 
suppose led to d«xAvoray for axAvorov, for I conceive adAuAvorov 
to have been corrupted to dxAtorov before the transfer. 
liycophron seems to be the earliest authority for dxAvoros, which 
is not elsewhere found in tragedy. zrépvya because the bay of 
Anlis enfolded the projecting coast of Euboea like a wing, 
Comp. Strabo, p. 445, «upty wpowixrovea mpos tovs car AvAiba 
Towovs THs Bowrtias. 

144 wépos wywrds does not here mean a cross-road, but refers 
to the diverging tracks, into which the road would split in a level 
and easy country. Agamemnon means therefore, that while 
following one track he is to be on the look out so that the chariot 
may not pass him unnoticed on another. 

149, 150 Both these verses,and not merely 149, seem to me 
interpolated. I would read then in 148, Aavatv zpdés vais tiv & 
avTnvas «.T.A., omitting them. ty to be referred to dmpvy. 

154 1 regard the words, 77 of 7 dAcyw, as interpolated, for 
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everything seems to show that Agamemnon only expected 
Iphigeneia, and that his wife’s subsequent appearance was the 
greatest shock and surprise to him. Note the, zaida xouifovo’, of 
147, and also 328, where there is no reference to Clytaemnestra. 
Besides what confirmation beyond the letter would Clytaemnestra 
_ require, or what would Iphigeneia have to say in the matter in 
her mother’s presence? I would read then, A€ye, oy adi, 
omitting, 77 of T dAdxw. 

155 Agamemnon I take it hands over the seal with which he 
had sealed the tablet to the old man. I should prefer then: 
odpayioa dSéxou tHvd’ emi SeATY, | THY oY Kopifers. Change of rv to 
nv led I suppose to what we read. émi 8€A7w, in addition to the 
packet. . rdde pas, the light Agamemnon holds in his hand, and 
which the dawn makes look pale. The old man leaves the stage 
at 163, and Agamemnon retires into the house. 


303 Menelaus comes upon the stage, which one must suppose 
occupied only by the chorus, followed by the old slave who 
‘ endeavours to wrest from him Agamemnon’s letter. I would 
read the verse thus: devd, MevéAews, Topas, a 0” ov ToApPaY xpewy. 
The emphatic dewvd properly begins the verse, even if the form 
MevéAaos were admissible. 


314-316 These verses, even independent of their style, are 
manifestly interpolated. Agamemnon comes out of the house 
unseen at first by the two combatants, whose attention is only 
drawn to him by his angrily asking what this unseemly clamour 
is about. He shows the displeasure he feels by addressing the 
old slave without noticing his brother, who is about to answer 
him when Menelaus cuts him short. Agamemnon is not aware 
that Menelaus has got his letter till he shows it him at 322. 
The arrogance of Agamemnon to his brother, who however is not 
disposed to submit to it, and his meekness in the presence of his 
wife are finely contrasted. 


| 324 P. C. have: od mpiv av deigw ye Aavaots waor (P. aac) 
réyyeypappeva. I would read: od piv av deiEw y’ draco Aavaidais 
porwy trade. ‘Not till I go and show all the Greeks this’ ; 
holding out to Agamemnon the face of the tablet, so as to show 
. him he has opened it and knows the contents. Once one realizes 
to oneself how the thing would be acted, one sees clearly that, 
rayyeypappeva, is an interpolation. The Greeks are called, 
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Aavaoi, in the anapaestics, but always, Aavaiéa, here in the 
trochaics. 

333 P. C. have: éxxexdpweveat wovypov. I read: éxxexop- 
Wedoba: mwovypov ; ‘It is not good to be too clever ; a cunning 
tongue wins hatred for its owner.’ 

335 P. C. have: ovro: xarawi diav o' éyo. I would read: 
ovrot devvarw Alay o éyw. ‘I willnot be too hardon you.’ devacw, 
was I suppose corrupted to, 3 aivéow, 

341 I regard as interpolated. The first part of the verse isa 
repetition of 340, and xei wy ris OéAo is inept. When it is left 
out 342 succeeds 340 naturally and properly. 

349 P. has: etpos. Ald. and perhaps C. eipw. Perhaps we 
should read : zpaf’ tv’ nipébyns xaxds. 

350 The MS. reading is 7\Gev airis. Perhaps we should read : 
nAGe vaityns Tov TlaveAAjvev otpartés. 

354, 355 I regard as interpolated. They confuse the 
construction, which C. and the second hand in P. endeavour 
to patch up by reading ds 8’ for ds, in 354. I take the 
words, Aavaidar—AvAter. (352, 353) parenthetically. Note that. 
P, has ro Ipiapov, but C, omits 76. Clearly the interpolator wrote, 
re not ro, and placed it incorrectly before Ilpidpov, for re, as 
Elmsley recoynised, is evidently required. 

396. P.C. read: xaé rapexddets, ti dpdow ; riva dé (de om. P.) 
mopov eipw mofev ; I would read: xapé wapexdAes tt dpacar tia 
wdpov 6 etpeiv rofev. 6’ would drop out before the é of evpeiv. 
Reading thus I would restore P.’s reading, crepévra o’, in 357. 

364 Dindorf rejects this verse as spurious. I think we 
should read, 363, 364 in one verse thus: x46’ trootpepas AdAmWan 
rade ypadwr. padwurra ye. tade, ‘what I hold in my hand,’ show- 
ing him the tablet. ‘But you did though,’ he adds, as he sees 
Agamemnon is about to interrupt him. Compare J/eracl. 794, 
and my note there. 

365 Here I should prefer, raié’ os for bs rad’. 

367 P. C. read: éxrovotc’ exovres eira 8. I would read, 
exrovoug €exew, €xovTes 0 eLexwpyoay xaxas. Disappearance of 
eye before, Exyovres led to intrusion of «fra. They work their 
way into office, and fail miserably after obtaining it. 

373 The MS. reading is: P. pr. ander dy ypefovs. C. P. 8, m. 
xpéos. I would read : padev’ otv xpéous Exatt x.t.A, May I never 
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make any man the ruler of my country on account of private 
interest or connexions. See Lid. and Scott, s.v. xpéos iv., where 
they refer to Soph. 0.C.. 251. 


374, 375 No one I suppose would defend these verses as they 
stand. J would read: pd’ drAwy dpxovta méAews Ftveow jv py 
’xov TUxn. Note that the MS. reading is 7é\cews, contra metrum, 
and that wdAeos is due to Grotius. 


379 P. C. read BovAopat o” eizety Kaxds ev, Bpaxéa, wy Niav avw. 
Perhaps we should read: BovAopat Kai o’ cicaxotoa: x.7.r., and 
éyayévr’ in 380. Corruption of xai o’ elcaxotdoa: to Kdk’ eb o 
dxovcat led I conceive to what we read. 

381 P. C. read: ws ddeAdev Gyr’ dvip yap aicxpos (C. aicyxpés) 
otk aldeiobar pire. Stob. ws ddeApov dvr avip yap xpyorés 
xpnorov aidetobar pret. I would read: ws ddeAddv: od yap éxOpos 
éxOpov aideiobar pirci. 

382-384 I would read: ris ddtxet ve ; Tod Kéxpyoat ; A€xrp’ épas, 
xpyor’, (xpyore) at AaBeiv ; | odx youn’ dv cor rapacyeiv, dv, or’ 
| éxtyow, kaxds | Apxes. x.7.A. 382 P. C. Adkzp’ epas xpynora AaPeiv. 
383 P. C. yap éxtyow. xpyoreé, my good friend. éxrjcw, not 
when you acquired them, but, when you had acquired them. 
The aorist followed by the imp. is pretty nearly equivalent to a 
pluperfect. 

393 This verse seems to be spurious. For what had the 
power of Menelaus to do with the suitors taking the oath? 
Agamemnon means they were fools enough to take it, because 
each hoped he would be the happy man. 


394a It is interesting to observe how the omission of 3948, 
now restored from Stobaeus, led to the corruption of this verse, so 
well emended by Monk. See Dindorf’s note. But for Stobaeus 
no-one could have guessed what should be read there. 


401 P.C. read: «i d& py BovrAa dpovetv ed. To change ed to 
ov will not do. ¢povetv by itself cannot mean ed dpovetv. I 
would read : ei 5¢ ux ev dpovety od BovAce x.7.X. 


407 P.C. read: gvocwdpovety cor BovAop’ add’ ov ovvvoceiy. 
I would read then: fvocwdpoveity cor dnbev ard’ ov ovwocelv. 
The infinitives depend on yeyws in 406. Failure to see this led 
to the intrusion of BovAouat. See Dindorf’s judicious note, in 
the face of which it is astonishing he should have placed the 
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verse made up from Plutarch in his text. But Plutarch himself 
should be compared as well. 

408 P. C. read: ef dpav wapaxdAe p’, GAAG pj. I would read: 
et dpav rapaxdAe, paddov 7 Avrav, ene. 

At 412 the genuine text as I hold breaks off, and reappears 
at 511. The interpolator rightly gathered from 515 that 
Agamemnon must have received a message informing him of the 
arrival of Iphigeneia, and as a necessary consequence of that of 
Clytaemnestra and Orestes. He therefore brings in the messenger 
who announces this. But it was also clear that Menelaus never 
carried out his threat of showing the letter to the Greeks, and 
this has been the origin of the scene between Menelaus and 
Agamemnon, where the two brothers are reconciled. I conceive 
however that Menelaus, who notwithstanding his big words, had 
never any serious intention of betraying Agamemnon, but 
merely of frightening him into acquieScence, on finding this is 
hopeless, flings down the letter in anger and leaves the stage at 
412. Indeed the appearance of the messenger is impossible were 
he present, for there is no sign of the old slave leaving the stage, 
nor could he do so without being dismissed by Agamemnon, so 
that unless Menelaus went out before the messenger appeared, 
there would be four actors on the stage at the same time. I 
believe then the verses assigned to Menelaus in 511-526 should 
be assigned to the old man, and I would read in 525, oix ger’, 
ava, éxeivos 0 Tt oé wypaver. (Note that this reference to Ulysses 
would show the interpolator that Agamemnon had no fear now of 
Menelaus but only of Ulysses.) I would also observe that the 
cool proposal to make away with Calchas in 519 comes with 
much more propriety from the old slave, who would stick at 
nothing in defence of his young mistress, and moreover would 
have no sense of responsibility, than from Menelaus. The 
emphatic o¢ in 525 implies that Agamemnon is too great a man 
to have anything to fear from Ulysses. It should be noted that, 
though the speech of the messenger may be by a different hand 
from what follows, it yet forms a consistent whole with it. As 
Euripides intended matters would I think pass somewhat like 
this. First Menelaus throwing down the letter would leave the 
stage at 412; then the old man and Agamemnon would engage 
in a dialogue in the course of which the messenger would appear, 
represented by the same actor who before took the part of 
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Menelaus. After he had left the stage the weak and vacillating 
Agamemnon, confounded by this piece of ill-luck, would express 
his intention of returning to his original purpose of sacrificing 
his daughter, thus leading to what the old man says in 513. 
Note what the messenger says of the army being aware of the 
arrival of Iphigeneia is inconsistent with 516. For if that were 
the case no concealment would be possible, 

512 as its style shows is interpolated. 

520, 521 I regard as interpolated and suggested by Euripides’ 
constant habit of abusing prophets, So too 526, 527, which I . 
regard as a secondary interpolation, for the oixoty ddéca vw of 
the original interpolator (528) naturally follows 525. 

The genuine text reappears at 640, where Clytaemnestra and 
Iphigeneia appear to have arrived, and Iphigeneia opens a 
stichomythia with Agamemnon. The actor that represented 
Menelaus now takes the part of Clytaemnestra, and the one who 
took the part of the old man takes that of Iphigeneia, as appears 
from the scene where Clytaemnestra, Achilles, and the old man 
are all on the stage together, and the actor who represents 
Achilles there, must necessarily be thé one who represents 
Agamemnon here and elsewhere. 

644 P. reads Bdéreas pw’, which I would restore, reading y’ for 
p’, after dopevos. 

649 P. C. idov, yéyn’ ews yeynOa o’ Spav. I would read : 
idov, yeynG’, eu’ ws yeynOas cicopav. -yeynd’ éx’ was I suppose cor- 
rupted to yéynfev. Agamemnon makes an effort to look cheerful, 
and to appear to be as glad to see [phigeneia as she is to see 
him. 

652-655 I regard as interpolated. 652 is intolerable, and 
655 obscure, while 656 answers most satisfactorily to 651. 653, 
654, if genuine, would be an example of Rule 3, see Pref, p. xiv, 
1, 11 from bottom. 

657 P. C. GéAw ye to GeActw. I would read: @é\w pe 6 GéAw 
xT.A. Oé\w wév was I suppose misread $éAwpev. This led to 6dAw 
ye: 70 Gédw (ro being for o), and so to 7d OeAew, 

659 P. C. addous ddet rpdobev a pe duoreoav7’ gy. I would 
read: ddA’ 7 a ddet rpdcf Gs pe dtohécav7’ Eye. I suppose Aga- 
memnon to speak this verse aside. Iphigeneia fearing from her 
father’s not replying that she has displeased him changes the 
subject. ds might disappear after the of of xpdc@’, 
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665 P. C. és rairév, & Ovyarep, Kes oo marpi. ov @ super 
qxes scriptum a m.s. P. et sic C. I would read: és rairov ow, 
® Gvyatep, égixov warpi. Agamemnon would mean, ‘ You too, my 
daughter, have a long voyage before you.’ Iphigeneia would 
understand, ‘It is for that reason you have met me here,’ (so 
that I might take leave of you first). 

666 P. C. 6’ hv Kadov po wot 7 ayew «.7.A. IL would read: 
<i0’ Hv KaXov col ctv 7 ayew EvurAovuy ee. 

668 P. C. va prjce. I would read i’ ot pryce. The passage 
of the Styx is intended. So the Psalmist speaks of the land, 
‘where all things are forgotten.’ 


673, 674 I regard these verses as interpolated. The observa- 
tion of Iphigeneia seems purposeless and uncalled for. The 
interpolator no doubt had in his mind the impious character of 
the intended sacrifice. P. reads rod’ etoeBés in 674. I believe 
the interpolator wrote: dAAa ftv ipots ypy TO ao eboeBes oKoreiv. 
o’ having dropped out before ¢, P. supplies 8’, C. y’. 

678 dédOjvat x«dpars. Compare Phoen. 1748. apds qAtcas 
pavnft cas. 
~ 685 Here Agamemnon becomes conscious that his redoubt- 
able wife is looking at him with a mingled expression of scorn 
and amazement, She naturally does not understand all this 
gushing over a daughter who is about to be married, and having 
always regarded her husband as a weak fool, she is more per- 
suaded of this than ever. After replying to his apologies with 
characteristic ungraciousness, she at once proceeds to business: 
and begins to enquire as to the social status of her proposed 
son-in-law. 

689, 690 These verses are I believe one of the many inter- 
polations produced by the customary aposiopesis after djws. 

694 I should prefer: dA’ aira y’ 6 vépmos. 

700 rad’. I restore the MS. rot 4’, which is I think confirmed 
by the 6 IImAe’s of 701. rod Aiaxod, ‘this Aeacus you speak of,’ 
6 IIAevs, ‘this same Peleus.’ The article with names of persons 
conforms in tragedy to Homeric usage. 

706, 707 are I suspect interpolated. 


709 P. C. xaxav Bporav. I would read: ’x Bporav xaxd. He 
was entrusted to the Centaur, so that he might not learn vices 
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from his fellow men, (Perhaps we should rather read pddoix 
than pador ’x.) 
710 I would read codwrépw for the MS. codurepos. 


714 Agamemnon’s reply in 715 is no reason for reading 
amdéeas for ardge. He hints to his wife in answer to her emphatic 
onv éunv te, that their daughter once married will depend 
not on them but her husband. Clytaemnestra is not at all clear 
that she regards Pthia as a fitting residence for her daughter. 


718 It would seem from this that the zporéAea might be 
celebrated without the presence of the maiden on whose behalf 
they were offered. That her presence would be more usual 
appears to follow from 1110 seq. The verse is worth noting, 
because Agamemnon finally, when it is too late, proposes to get 
out of his difficulty by taking away Iphigeneia, on pretence of 
celebrating the zporéAea, and so sacrificing her, as his endeavour 
in this scene to get Clytaemnestra to return to Argos proves a 
failure. He would hope to prevent Clytaemnestra accompany- 
ing him, by urging on her the impropriety of her appearing in 
the camp, as he does here at 735. ) 

720, 721 seem to be interpolated, for 722 appears to refer 
to the zporéAea. Besides, the day for the marriage was not 
fixed, but a lucky day had to be found for the purpose. Com- 
pare 717. 


724 Clytaemnestra displeased with Agamemnon’s proposal, as 
whatever he proposed would be sure to displease her, says, ‘ It 
is well, since needs must.’ I would read xadés, dvayxaiws ye. P. 
Karas 0’ dvayxaiws ye. Compare Aristot. Polit. p. 1322 a, ai 
Sixatac KoAdoets am’ dperns pév eiow, dvaykaias S€é, Kai TO KaAds avay- 
KaLWS ExOVCL. 

727-730 appear to me to be an interpolation. Agamemnon, 
after his wife’s apparently meek assent, though what she says 
would hardly square with his experience, would naturally at 
once come out with what he wished her to do, namely to return 
immediately to Argos. 

784 P. C. reads: od 5¢ dadd’ wyet rade. I would read then: 
ei 5¢ dadAa coi rade. ‘But to you I suppose this is a trifle» 
(said with an angry shrug). Corruption of «i to ov would lead 
to what we read. I would prefer for ody 6 vopos otros, ov Tovrd y’ 
6 vouos, for ye seems required. otro is correct, though otros 
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would be more usual, In any case I think obros should precede 
vomos. 

740 Here Clytaemnestra angrily leaves the stage and retires 
into the house. Agamemnon would no doubt declare what he 
purposed to do, and then leave the stage for the camp. What 
Euripides intended he should purpose I know no more than the 
interpolator who here comes in. 

801 Here the genuine text appears again. Achilles has 
come to the house to see Agamemnon on some business or other. 
But 804-818 is an interpolation, for as Clytaemnestra hears 
him declare who he is, she comes out at once to greet her 
supposed son-in-law. I think however that Achilles should only 
speak two verses here, as throughout the rest of the scene. I 
would read then (801-803): ris dv dodoee tporrddwy orparn\dry | 
fyroivrd vu rove’ év wvAas 'AyiAdea ; 1 would observe as to 813, 
that P. indicates a lacuna before the verse, which appears to have 
been patched up. I would read: pew & deArras taicd’ éx’ 
’Eipirov mvoais. I am detained on the Euripus by these un- 
expected winds. For raicd’ ér P. C. have raicdé y. As to 
Aerzais see note on Jph. T. 15. 

821, 822 Though Clytaemnestra appears to reply to these 
verses in 823, 824, I regard them as spoken aside. Achilles in 
accordance with ancient notions of propriety, on seeing a woman 
of his own rank come out fixes his eyes modestly on the ground, 
at the same time muttering to himself what he speaks in 821, 
822. Clytaemnestra then approving of his bearing, as she con- 
cludes he does not know who she is, acknowledges it with a 
gracious smile and words of commendation. This code of manners 
is well illustrated by the @apyaxeitpia of Theocritus. There 
when Delphis is brought into the presence of Simaetha though she 
has sent for him, he treats her as he would treat a modest 
woman, and fixes his eyes on the ground on seeing, her. «at 
pb’ €ovdav woropyos éri yGoves dupata wygas (111). Eut the whole 
scene (102-141) should be read, unrivalled as it is for truth, 
grace, and passion. (136, 137, seem to me interpolated, and I 
would read in 138: ya peév rowitr’ clrev: éyw dé vw a TayuTebas 
K.T.A.) 

831 dewov, the MS, reading, should berestored. Clytaemnesta 
thinks this is carrying modesty alittle too far, ‘ How strange !’ 
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she mutters to herself, then aloud, ri devyes; I also would 
restore y’ after defiav, which surely should never have been 
meddled with, 

833, 834 Achilles seriously shocked, and understanding 
yapev is a sense not intended by Clytaemnesta, is shyer than 
ever. Clytaemnestra points out to him that considering their 
relationship such scruples are unnecessary. 

843, 844, I can see no justification for the imp. @avpafe, and 
itseems to me, maAw at, would rather apply to Clytaemnestra, 
I should be disposed to read. ri djr’ ay cin; "pois cv Gavpafes 
Aoyous | enol 6 wadw ad Gavpar’ éoti ra rapa coi. 

846 I restore ot (P. C. ot Wevdducba). ‘For we are not both I 
suppose stating what is false.’ 


847 pvyoreiw gives no good sense. I would read, pudevw. 
For pvéeiw comp. H. F. 75, 76. & too cannot be shortened before 
pv. pvdevw yapous, ‘I talk of imaginary marriages, which do not 
exist.’ 

854 For érw I would read arep. It is clear Achilles was by 
this time aware that Agamemnon was absent. Moreover as 
appears from what follows he was turning to goaway. The gloss 
éfw supplanted arep, and was changed metri gratia to écw. 
Compare 1567 where for écw6ev, we should read drepfev, as I have 
already noted. 

855 P. C. as cé. I would read és cé. 


859, 860 These absolutely inept verses are certainly interpo- 
lated. They have also affected 862, where I wonld read: % 
povw mapoley otkwy taicd’ ébéoratov mvAas; The MS. reading, 
mapowev Sara, shows that djyra was substituted for ofxwy while 
TapolWev was left unchanged. 


863 P. C. assign this verse to Clytaemnestra, to whom I 
restore it. Clytaemnestra, as she says, as povow A€yous av, with a 
gesture causes those zpéo7oAc to withdraw into the back-ground, 
whom Achilles addressed at 801. 


865 I regard as interpolated. We have now a stichomythia 
between Clytaemnestra and the old slave, where Achilles has 
nothing to do, and 866 answers satisfactorily to 864. Clytaem- 
nestra calls on the old man to speak to the point and not indulge 
in ejaculations. For however, 6 \Adyos és péAAovt’ av aon (sic 


a 
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P. C.) in 865, I would read: rév Acyov 6 wéAXwv advoife ypovos 
«TA. 

867 P. reads: olo@a 896’ sotis dv colt nai réxvors x7tA. I 
would read olo6a 890’ SOotvex’ és oé Kai cd Téxv’ evvous epuv. ex I 
suppose disappeared before és (written eis), and, ofovy became ds wr. 

870 I should prefer y' éuapri, for pel’ juiv. ye seems re- 
quired. 

874-876 Rejecting 875, 876 as interpolated, I would read 
874 thus: KA. wis; dwérrvo’, & yepai’ dp’ & méats ovxér’ eb 
ppovel ; 

877 For, roiro & ob dpovet, I would read, raé\da 8’ eb dpovei. 
Corruption of ed to ot may have led to what we read. Comp. 
893. 

880 So inept a question suggests interpolation. I reject then 
880, 881, as interpolated. 

885 Here again the question is a senseless one, and I reject 
885, 886, as interpolated. 

888, 889 The style of these verses seems to me sufficient to 
condemn them. 


897-899 These verses seem to me mixed up with interpolated 
matter. I would read: AX. péudhopat xAvwv rome oG, TO 8 Euov ov 
gavrus dépw. 897, 899 I regard as made up from the verse I give, 
and 898 as wholly spurious. 1006’ ¢uov ov davdws depw, and Kovy — 
amA@s ovtw dépw, are the same idea, expressed in the one case by . 
Euripides, in the other by the interpolator. 


900-902 I regard as interpolated. 


907-909 is of course interpolated, while 907, 908, hardly 
seem to me worthy of Euripides, and 910 naturally follows 906. 
At 9101 believe the genuine text to break off. This pathetic and 
spirited opening makes one all the more regret what is missing, 
or what was planned but not written. I would observe that 
Clytaemnestra in accordance with her character takes a tone 
rather of command than entreaty, and that such an expression 
a8, Tpoomrecciy TO cov yoru, is altogether out of place in her case. 

The genuine text begins again at 1106. Agamemnon return- 
ing from the camp finds Clytaemnestra standing before the house 
waiting for him. 1106 has suggested the verses of the interpo- 
lator, 1098-1105. 
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1107, 1108 These verses are certainly spurious having 
nothing to do with the matter in hand. I would read 1107- 
1110 thus: nipov. KA. ri 8 éo7’; AT. Exrepme raida dwpudrwv 
k.7.rA. In 1110 zarpos péra is generally admitted to be an inter- 
polation. 

1112, 1114 are gross and palpable interpolations. 

1117, 1118 The words oloGa—pérrct, I believe to be interpo- 
lated, and rejecting them I would read id wérAos 7 aye in 
1118. It is not Clytaemnestra’s cue just at present to cbarge 
Agamemnon directly with his treachery. The words of 1115, 
1116 are no doubt significant, but they fall short of this. Note 
that reading thus and omitting 1112, 1114, Agamemnon speaks 
three, and Clytaemuestra six verses. 


1122-1126 I regard this passage as interpolated. 1122, 1123 
are an anticipation and variant of 1127, 1128, while the style of 
1124-1126 is enough to prove them spurious. I conceive the scene 
thus: Iphigeneia at her mother’s summons comes out of the 
house leading the little Orestes by the hand. Then she and her 
mother without uttering a word stand looking at Agamem- 
non with a sad and reproachful gaze, while even the child 
shows that he is conscious there is something wrong, though not 
understanding what it is. On this Agamemnon overwhelmed 
with shame and confusion speaks as in 1127, 1128. We 
have here then one of Euripides’ finest dramatic effects, which as 
usual some wretched interpolator steps in to spoil. 


11380 P. has xeAcvopds, C. xéXevop” od. Perhaps we should 
rend : ov det KeAevopards p's épwracbar OéAw. Disappearance of 
ar, seems to have led to the various readings. 


1132 I regard tha words 4 py ce xpy, as interpolated. I 
would read: AI. tAjpova y’ dAckas trovoeis T—KA. éy’ Hovyos. 


1138, 1139 I would read: AT. ris p’ Adienoe ; KA. tovr” 
€uod mwevOe mdpa;| voeis dd aitos vodv éywy ei ruvyxaves. I 
understand. AG. Who has wronged me? (i. e. betrayed me). 
CL. Do you ask me that? You must yourself be sensible who 
it is, if you have any sense at all. Clytaemnestra means that if 
he reflects for a moment, he must be aware it is from the old 
slave she has learnt his secret. In 1138 P. reads ri p’ 7dixyoas ; 
C. ri p’ ndiknoe ; neither giving any sense. In 1139 corruption 
of voets to vos led, as I suppose, to what we read. 
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1141 For MS, reading see Dindorf’s note. With Paley I 
reject this verse as interpolated, and therefore read airo ye for 
avro 6¢€ in 1142. 1140 I suppose to be spoken aside. 

1151 P. C. have zpocovpicas radw. Reading with Scaliger, 
mpovovoiras meow, I would read «ai (moreover) for c@. o®@ has 
clearly arisen from the falsa lectio of P. C. 

1155 I should prefer to leave out o’, which seems dts to 
P. C.’s reading, ye for oe, in 1153. Note that ye is due there to 
@ of oe disappearing after Aids, Where a letter is deficient 
the copyists would think themselves dishonoured, unless they 
supplied a wrong one. 


1165 The emphatic révd’", seems to show that we should read 
od’ for p’. 

1168 P. C. read: “EAévyv Mevédaos iva AdBn* Kadov yevos. The 
copyists never substitute MeveAaos for Mevédews (quadrisyllable), 
I would read: MevéAews ty’ “EXevgv at AdBy* Kaddv y’ Exos. For 
Kaov y €ros, compare Or, 1525. 

1170 is clearly interpolated. I think however the interpo- 
lator wrote: ray6ic6" drws tots diAraros dvapeba. P. C. ray- 
Geiora. 

1172 I regard as interpolated, and in 1175 I would read : riv’ 
ovy éket pe x.t.A. The interpolation of 1172 led to the substitu- 
tion of év ddéyors, for otv éxet. 

1174 I would read: 6rav Opdvovs péev riede tporBAérw Kevors ; 
construing ryade with xévovs, which justifies rpooBierw. P. C. 
have érav Gpovevs riod cicidw wavras Kevovs. Apsines (/. c. ap. 
Dind.) érav dopovs pév triode tpocidw Kkevovs. mavras is clearly 
interpolated, whereas I attribute, donovs zpocidw, to a lapse of 
memory on the part of Apsines, 

1177-1184 I regard as interpolated. Their style is against 
them, and they are evidently suggested by the subsequent fate 
of Agamemnon. But speculations on what was to happen on 
his return to Argos are quite out of place here. Note that 1177 
would require raira rather than ryvde in 1176. The same applies 
to 1191-1193, which I also reject. 

1185 I would read: @iceas 6¢ ryvde dy Tivas ebyas éepeis; 
‘Suppose yourself to be sacrificing her (indicating Iphigeneia by 
a gesture): what prayers will you utter?’ P. reads: Ovces dé 
maid (om. THv) &vOa tivas ebyas épeis; vba is clearly wrong, raida 
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is an explanation of rjvée, and aida 54, was corrupted to aid’. 
7), through disappearance of 6 after a. 

1191-1193 The same objections apply to these verses as to 
1177-1184, and I therefore reject them. I regard however the 
MS. readings apoomecets (1191), and mpoOéuevos in 1193 (for 
which with Elmsley I would read zpo€uevos) as mere clerical 
errors, while I regard airay in 1192 as an expl. of «dav, restored 
by Hartung. 

1194 P. has 7A@’, C. FAGev. It seems to me dy not 7dy is 
required. I would read then 7Avies 67. ‘You have I doubt not 
considered these things’ (said with a sneer). Perhaps in 665 
we should read 7AvGes not éfixov. 7Avies, whichis rare in iambics, 
seems to be thought incorrect by copyists, and is therefore 
altered by them. 

1195 Musgrave’s certain emendation péAe should have been 
taken into the text. oe Se arose I suppose from an inept 
attempt to correct the corruption pe det. ‘Or do you care for 
nothing but to strut about staff in hand, and play the general?’ 
With these words of savage scorn Clytaemnestra aptly concludes 
her speech, for what follows (1196-1208) I regard as interpolated. 

1199 é iow is understood by Paley to mean, ‘ For this would 
be an equal chance for all.’ I do not think év iow can bear this 
meaning, and if it could, it would be in contradiction with what 
follows as to Menelaus in 1201. (é€ fcov would it seems to me 
be required to give the sense supposed by Paley. Compare 804), 
To be consistent the sense required would be, ‘ For this were 
just.’ I suspect then the interpolator wrote jv per 7’ icov 70d, and 
that this was corrupted to jv év iow 10d. 7 xai—hv, (1201, 
1202) is imitated from Soph. £7. 539-541. In 1204 we should 
read I think: 7 8’ é€apaprotc' iw tmroorpodos Kopyy x.7.X. Hv, ‘her.’ 
P. ixéorpopov. vedvida involves the absurdity of Clytaemnestra 
foreseeing that Helen would return to find her daughter a grown 
up young woman, as in fact she did. In 1208 for vai py dy ye 
(where vai is clearly intended incorrectly for vaiv) I would read, 
vav, ov py ye 67 KTavys. vav, ‘on behalf of us two.’ Compare 1121, 
ov was perhaps corrupted to ov. The style of the interpolator is 
good enough to make one possibly accept his work as genuine, 
were it not for the general inappropriateness of his matter,-the 
imitation of Sophocles, and the evident propriety of the taunt in 
1195 forming the conclusion of Clytaemnestra’s speech. 
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roicd av avreizo. Bpotav. 

1224 P. C. have eboatpoves. Stans then we should read : 
(1223-1225) dpa 8y, réxvov, | evdatpovotcav év Sdporw ovopas| 
dvépos oe, kat OaAXoveay agiws god, Cacay seems otiose. 

1228 For dp’ éodégopac I should prefer 7% we d€fouar. 7 would 
drop out after the v of zper Bur. 


1246 I should prefer: éu’ aidécacGat cai Katoixtepew Biov. 
1248 I hold to be interpolated. 


1249-1252 These verses hardly harmonize with what 
precedes them. I suspect they are borrowed from some other 
play. Stobaeus’ titles may be due in many cases not to him- 
self but his copyists. In Dindorf’s note the citation is 109, 15, 
but in my Oxford edition of 1822 I find it under 119, 5. The 
Trincavelli edition has in 119, 1, Eiperiéov only, without é 
’AXxyjoriwos, and no lemma at all in the quotations from 
Euripides that follow. 


In 1251 P. C. read ovde’s. Perhaps we should read in 
1251, 1252 ra vépfe 8’ obdcis dpridpwv efevyerar | Aevooen. 


At 1254 the genuine text breaks off. One would suppose 
that Euripides intended that Agamemnon should leave the 
stage in silence, It begins again at 1338, where Achilles 
appears hurrying on to the stage attended by his Myrmidons. 
Iphigeneia naturally ashamed of her position in having been 
represented to Achilles as his bride, while she is not really so, 
wishes to retire into the palace. Clytaemnestra, on the other 
hand, not caring to lose the chance of her appearance working 
on Achilles, obliges her to remain. While then the dialogue 
between Achilles and her mother goes on, she remains in the 
back-ground with her eyes fixed on the ground. In accordance 
with ancient notions of propriety neither she nor Achilles would 
appear to be conscious of the other’s presence. 


1339 P. has tov re rijs beds AyiAX€a, rexvov. OC. rov re THs Geas" 
maid’, ® téexvov y. I would read: rov ye ris Geds raida, Téexvov, o 
“at (w err) devp’ eAnjAvOas. 

1841-1343 [ regard as interpolated. There is no time for 
it, for Achilles hurries up to speak to Clytaemnestra, and cuts 
her short before she has time to finish what she has begun to say 
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in 1344. ov éy aBporqn in 1343, and ov ceproryros Epyor in 
13-44, repeat each other, As Clytaemnestra savs a\Aa pips’ she 
catches hold of Iphigeneia, who finding herself in the presence of 
Achilles resigns herself to remain, and she would have found it 
hard to say whetker she would rather stay or go. 


1348 P. C. read vw showing that xai is an interpolation. 
roid évayriow Xcyar is the reading of the first hand in P. I 
would read: AX. os ypesw odafa ww. KA. ovdeis 8 A erarnor- 
peros ; P.’s reading I believe to be an expl. of érarriur‘peros. 

1349 P. C. read ro xairos nArfov. KA. és ro’: & fore. I 
wou'd read: AX. és GoprSov éye to” atros yAvOGor. KA. rw’ ov 
Aeyas ; xai seems otiose, and 7ArGow might be changed to #AGor 
bat not vice versa. 

1352 I would read: AX. Aavaida y’ azarres. KA. aXQ’ ov 
Mrppudew otpatos zapyy; coe 13 not required. Euripides never 
calls the host "EXAyres, but only the Greeks generally. 

1So@ 1 should pret? AX. of pe rev (so P. C.) yapew row 
yocor exor. KA. adda tos ot mm; regarding arexpire as an 
explanation. 

1356 This inept verse I regard as interpolated. 


1362, 1363 I would read these verses thus, leaving out the 
rest: prpio y’- afa 5 "Odvovers. KA. 7 orparot taybeis tro; 
Nothing can be more inept than the question, dp’ 6 Sunpov 
yovos ; 

1365-1368 I regard all that we read here between oxjow 
vy and prep as interpolated. The proper moment for Iphigeneia 
to intervene is when Achilles declares (and looks as if he meant 
it), that he will fight Ulysses if he comes to take her to be 
sacrificed. Here indeed we have the key to the sudden change 
of Iphigeneia from a reluctance to die to a rapturous readiness 
to do so. When she hears Achilles (1355) acknowledge her as 
his bride her whole heart goes out to him, and care for his 
safety overcomes every other feeling. Not that her professions 
of dying for the sake of Greece are insincere, but her love for 
Achilles and her desire to show herself worthy of him inspire 
her with them. The child who in the last scene pleads so 
movingly for her young life has all at once become a woman. 
I would read then thus: AX. dX’ éyw oxycw od. I®. axovoor 
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Tov ¢nav, pytep, AXoywv. There is no sort of justification for the 
pl. elcakovoarte. 

1370, 1371 I regard as interpolated. There is no hint 
throughout the whole scene of any anger of Clytaemnestra 
against Agamemnon, and the expression, xaprepeivy Ta ddvvara, is 
an intolerable one, for how can xaprepetv have the sense of 
obniti, as Musgrave properly renders it? Compare Here. J. 
1351, where éyxaprepjow seems to be used in a similar sense and 
the note on that verse. éyxaprepeiv is no doubt used in the 
sense of ‘defy’ in Andr. 262, but that is not the sense here 
required, In Andr. 262 éyxaprepeis 67 @avarov might be rendered 
in French: tu t’enhardis done contre la mort. I would read 
then in 1369: viv Odvece yap pdrata o cicop® Ovupovperny. As 
regards 1371 it is quite out of place for Iphigeneia to take this 
direct notice of Achilles. With admirable art Euripides has 
displayed the real motive of her conduct in the words, dde de 
fuppopas tuxy, (13873), which are thrown in as if this was an 
entirely secondary consideration. At dée she would venture a 
side-glance at Achilles. I must protest too against the stupid 
emendation, dua8A7y6p for daBAyGyjs in 1372. Of course Iphigeneia 
is addressing her mother, and warns her against getting herself 
into ill-odour with the army for egging on Achilles to intervene 
on her behalf. Could there be a grosser breach of propriety thau 
her concerning herself with Achilles’ interests and not her 
mother’s ! 

1376 I would read this verse thus: eixAcds rpagau wrapetoa 8’ 
éxTodwy TO duopeves (SO P.) «.7.A., 80 that rapeioa should apply to 
Clytaemnestra: ‘giving up all resentful feelings’ (compare 
1369). 8 dropped out after the a@ of wapeioa, and as y' was 
wrong the copyists did not fail to supply it. 

1380-1382 I hold that not only is 1382 interpolated but that 
1381, 1382 have been tampered with as well, and I would read 
in one verse thus: pd’ &@ dpwafew yvvaixas BapBapous éé 
"EAAGbos. 

1385 P. C. ro Aiav. The sense seems to require did ve Alar. 
Iphigeneia proceeds to say that not only Clytaemnestra but the 
Greeks have a claim on her. 

1391 I regard this verse as spurious, but I would read it 
thus : 76 ye dixatov Tovro, Ti yap Exoun’ av avrevreiv eros; P, reads: 
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ti To Sixatov ; Tobr’ dp éyoimev roid ay dvrevreiv éros, roid’ I 
regard as an explanation. | 

1395-1397 I regard with some suspicion. 

1401 Here, or perhaps at 1403, the genuine text breaks off, 
and all that we have after this of Euripides is the short fragment 
1459-1467. Ulysses has I think arrived to carry away Iphigeneia 
and I would attribute 1459 to him, reading the verse thus: ris 
aq’ clow dgwv mpiv p dpé£acGar xopys. (The MS. reading is 
op elow and orapagacbat. od’ then was changed to Te and ee 
éptEacbac to omapagacba.) I conceive the situation thus. 
Clytaemnestra clings to Iphigeneia and will not suffer her to go 
with Ulysses. Ulysses then growing impatient addresses 1459 to 
one of Agamemnon’s slaves, who accordingly steps forward and 
takes Iphigeneia by the hand to lead her away, Clytaemnestra 
taking hold of her on the other side says, éy® pera yé cov (for 
this, not éywye perd cov, is the MS. reading), ‘But I will 
lead her away, or along with you in any case, grasping her 
garments, while between the words, éy® pera Ye gov, wérlwv 
éxouevy (1460, 1461 where I omit cay), Iphigeneia interposes, 
pay ov y ov Kalas eyes. As Clytaemnestra says, wér\wv 
éxouevy, She actually does so. Iphigeneia then gently disengag- 
ing herself from her grasp says, pipv’* éuol, wiprep, rod. (1462- 
1464, I reject as interpolated.) Clytaemnestra resigning herself 
says as she moves off, & réxvov, ofyet ; 

1466 ot« déiws, not as I should in order to be married, but to 
die. Turning round to her mother just as she is about to leave 
the stage Iphigeneia utters her last farewell, ot« é ordfew Saxpv. 
Here then as suggested by the verses quoted by Aeclian Artemis 
appears and consoles Clytaemnestra by the assurance that her 
daughter will not be sacrificed. The verses are: é\adov 8 
"Axauav xepolv evOyow pias | Kepotocoay, iv opdéavres abyjorover 
ayv | cpafew Ovyarépa. Note the future évéjow, which shows 
the sacrifice has not taken place. 
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HERMESIANAX, 


As an addition I here give an attempt to restore the very 
corrupt fragment of Hermesianax preserved by Athenaeus in L. 
xill, p. 597-599 I mark every word or series of words with 
an asterisk before and after, where I introduce a reading differing 
from Schweighauser’s text to which I refer myself. The reading 
at the foot is the MS. reading unless otherwise noted. The 
text I give is of course intended only as a specimen, and as an 
attempt to make the fragment more intelligible than it is in 
Schweighiuser’s text. 
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oinv pev didros vids aviyayev Oiayporo 
"Aypioryv, Opjocay orerdpevos KiOapny, 
“Adder. : éxAevoey S€ Kaxiv Kat darebéa ywpar, 


*xownv™ eXxerat eis dxarov 


évOa, Xdpwv 
Yuxas olyopevuv, *Aiuvnv® 8 exe paxpov drei 5 
ea 8 > 9 4 r 3 ld x 5 Ud : 
pevpa ov ék peyadwy *pwoxevoy™ dovaKwy. 
GAN’ érAn rapa Kipa *povelworos*® xiBapifwv 
’Opdeds, *rapmorvious* 8 *éfaradynoe* Geors, 
Koxvrov 7’ *é8apacrov® éx’ éppvor pecdyoavra: 
*iAG* Kat alvorarov BrAcup bréwewe Kvvos, 10 


3. axonv Ruhnk. xowyjv. 5. Cod. V. Aiuvy. edd.-Aiury. 6. 
pvopevn. 7. povdfworov. Ruhnk. povdfworos. 8. mavroiovs. 
Ruhnk. dvratous éfavéraice. 9. GBeurrov. 10. 78¢. 


4. xowyv. Ruhnken compares Prop. 3.16. 24. Scandenda 
est torvi publica cymba senis. 

5, 6 Atwrnv em, ‘on its way to the lake.’ 8 é peydAwy 
pwopevov Sovdxwy, ‘hurrying along through the tall reeds.’ Ruhn- 
ken compares Ov. Jb. 77, 78. Quique per infernas horrendo 
murmure valles | impejeratae laberis amnis aquae. The river 
then intended is the Styx. The place where the dead were 
ferried over was a still pool, into which the rivers of hell dis- 
charged themselves. Compare Virg. A. 6. 296, 297. Turbidus 
hic coeno vastaque voragine gurges | aestuat, atque omnem 
Cocyto eructat arenam. It was turbid with the mud and sand 
brought down by Cocytus and the other rivers. fpvopevy pedpa, 
as is commonly read, can only mean, ‘ drawing the stream along 
to itself,’ which is not very satisfactory. I read therefore, 
Aiuvynv, and connect it with ém, also pwopevov. It is the 
stream, it seems to me, not the pool which should roar. pwope- 
vov ért Nipvyy, “rushing on towards the lake.”’ 

8 waprorviovs. Comp. Leon. Tar. 7. 3. (Anth. Jacobs.) 
éfavereoe, I take to be an explanation of éfaradyoe, a form 
of corruption of which this fragment presents several examples. 
earapo is not so strong as éfarara. It means ‘ beguile,’ ‘ work 
upon,’ rather than actually deceive. 

9 I connect Kwxvrov with égarddyce, not iréeueve, and there- 
fore place a comma at the end of 8, and a colon at the end of 
this verse. I would render, éz’ é¢pvou pedyoavra, ‘ smiling with 
a nod of assent,’ connecting éxi with pedjoavra by tmesis. The 
expression is not very unlike, éx’ ég¢pvoat vetoe Kpoviwv. Com- 
pare Hom. Hym. Cer. 357, 358, peidyoev éddpvow. I think 
Schweig. not unreasonably suspects aéucrov. I read then 
ddapacrov, an epithet of Hades. 

10 As there is here a transition to something quite different, 
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év Tupi pev hwviv teowpevor, év tupt 6 dupa. 
okAnpov, Tpurrotxots deta hepov Kedadats, 
évilev dowidwv peyadous dvereoey dvaxtas, 
"Aypwrnv *nadaxov via* AaBeiv Brdrov. 
ov pv ovd twos Myvys ayépactov €6nKev 15 
Moveaios, Xapirwy jpavos ’Avridmny: 
i) *roAAov piotyow™ 'EXevoivos rapa mélav 
evacpov Kpudiwy éfehope Aoyiwv, 
‘Paptov *épyedva vopov 614 mopmrevovca™ 
*Anpytpos* yvoory 6 éore kal civ “Aldy. 20 
pypt 6€ *Bowrnv, odov* amrompokurovra péAabpov 
‘Hoiodov, raans ypavov icropins, 
*"Aokpyv cicadikéobat* eyov' “EXtkwvida kopyv 
evOev oy "Hoiqy pvapevos ’ Ackpaixiyy 
TOA’ exadey macas be Adyav aveypayato PiBrous, 25 


*xai* mpwrns wardos *aa’ apxopevos.* 


DEVO 

14. padaxod mvedua. 17. re roAupvyiotnow. 19. dpyiwv. 

ib. aveww dvarrourviovgn. 20. Anyrpa. 21. Kat Bowrov. Cod. 

V. pweAabpov. Schweig. pédafpa. 23. 'Aokpaiwy éoixerOar 
26. éx, tb. avapyopmevos. Schweig. dvapyomevos. 


I read dAAa for Ade. Ade arose from wrongly connecting Kwxvrov 
with tépeve. 

11 Herm. seems to have had Od. 9. 527, 328 in his mind. 

12 ¢é€por is to be referred to BA€upao in 10. 

14 podraxov vizo. This gives a good sense; padaxod wveipa, a 
very poorone. Compare Phanocles /, 2 (Anth. Jacobs.) dda 7d 
Moipawy vy advrov. For AaPeiv I should prefer Aayeiv, for I do 
not think AaPeiv can by itself have the sense of ‘ receiving again,’ 
which seems to be required here. 

17 piaryow and épyedva are due to Gaisford. oAdér, ‘ often 
times.’ Antiope, I understand, led tne chant, which she had 
learnt from. the mystic oracles. 

19 By vouot Anenrpos I understand the sacred enclosure, or 
rémevos. ‘Accompanying the hierophant through the sacred 
enclosure of Demeter.’ 

21-23 Whether you connect Bowrov with ‘Hofodov or wéAabpov 
an unsatisfactory sense, and not in harmony with the facts, is 
produced. I read then Bowrjy, connecting with “Acxpyy, which 
[ read for ‘Acxpaiwv, and eicadixéo Oa, metri gratia, while I supply 
agov after Bowryv. ‘I say that Hesiod leaving his home came 
to the Boeotian Ascra.’ So reading éyov6’ presents no difficulty, 

25 There is no such word as dvapyopevos. I read then as 
above, t.¢. dpyouevos tuvwv amo mados. 1 change é« to «ai, for «ai 


a 2 


260 APPENDIX 


altos 6 obros doidos, Ov éx Avs aloa dvdacooe 
*xydurtov™ mavTwv daiova pouroroAwy, 
*Nerri® eis ‘[Oaxny avereivero Peios “Opypos 
wonaw muvuTys eivexa IIqvedorns 30 
Hv ba ToAAG wabwy dAtynv *évvarcato™ vawov 
moAXov am’ evpeiqs *Necropevnv® warpidos’ 
exAavev 8’ "Ikdpov te yevos Kal dywov “AwuixXou 
Kal Srapryy, idiwy arropevos rabewv. 
Mipveppos 5€ tov 7d0v bs evpeto woAAov avatAas 3D 
WXOV, Kai padakov *arvetpa TO” mevraperpov, 
katero wev Navvous, roAup 6’ émi woAAakt Awro 
*xnpwbels® Komous *orelye® cvvegaviwv. 
nxOee 6 “EppoBiov tov det Bapov, de PepexAnv 
éxOpov purnoas, Todd’ érepwev ern. 40) 
Adéys 3 “Avripayos *Avoeowdeos* ex ev Epwros 
mAnyets, TlaxtwAov pedp’ éreBy rorapov. 
*Aapdaviy® 6¢ Oavotoav io Eqpyv Pero yatav 
kAaiwv, *Kat difovv* 7AGev darorpoduTov 


28. ndtorov. 29. AXerryv 8. Schweig. Aerryy y'. 31. éoevaccero. 
32. Neuropevos. 36. rvetp' aro. Heringa. rvedya ro. 38. xvnuwbeis. 
Gaisf. cnpofets, tb. aiye ouvetapin. Schweig. cvvegaviwy. 41, 
Avonidos. 43. Aapdavy. 44. Cod. V. xadAiwv aifaov dujAGev, edd. 
kadAfov’ tgaov éyGev. Schweig. xAaiwy, aidlwv 6’ 7AGer. 


is quite appropriate. Ruhnken observes: Hermesianax finxit 
Hesiodum singularum heroinarum, quas recenseret, hymnum ab 
amicae nomine, ‘Hoty, vel 7 oiy, iIncepisse. 

28 xyjduocrov. Ruhnken reads xvdiorov, but from his note I 
judge that the true reading is kyjdurrov. xyjdurros, Os padurra 
Kydes éott. See Eur. Jon 487. So Hesych. (ap. Ruhnk.) 
Kyoto’ ppovTictinwrato, %.¢. wAeioryv ppovTioa Exovres. 

29 Cod. V. has & after Aerryv. It is right to leave it out but 
not to replace it by y’, which has no business here. 

29 avereivero: contendit, Ruhnk. 

31 There is no such word as cicvaiw, I read then évvdewaro. 

32 Aecropévynv. I understand, falling far short of his broad 
fatherland. Schweig. renders zoAAdv Xeurdémevos, longe remotus, 
mToAAov Aevrozévyv seems to me to give the better sense, 

41 No one seems to be able to make anything of Avoyidos. I 
therefore conjecture Avowddeos, which connected with épwros gives 
a good sense. 

43 I understand Lyde to have died in the city of Dardania, 
which was situated on the slopes of Ida. By dfgow adxpyv I 
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axpayv es Kokodava: yowv 8 éverAnoato BiBdous 45 
ipiis, €x TavTos Tavedmevos Kaparov. 

AéaBuos 'AXxaios 6¢ mocous dvedééaro Kuwpous, 
Larovs hoppilwv iwepoevra wobov, 

ytyvéoxeas. 68 dowdds anddvos npacaé’, tuvev 
Tyiov dAyeivwr avdpa roAvdpadin, 50 

*rov peAtypor* Kai yap *ry* ébwpidno 'Avaxpeiwv 
*orehAopery® rodAats apprya Aco Bract. 

doita 6 aAXore ev Acirwv Sayov, adore 6 abriyy 
olvnpiy *Soupet* KexAiwevny waTtpioa, 

AéoBov és *evBorpuv* ro Ge *vypirov® eiowde Aéxrov 55 
mwoAAakts AioAtKov KUparos avTurepas. 


45. axpov. Sechweig. axpav. 46. iepas. Schweig. ipds. 51. xat 


yap tyv 6 pedtypos. 52, oreAAopernv. 54. Aotpw. Schweig. 
Sovpt. 55. evowov. 54. urpiov, Schweig. 57) piov. 


understand Ida. The Scholiast to //. 14, 284 assigns three 
peaks to Ida, Aéxrov, Tdpyayov, PaAdkpy. But Lectum was on 
the sea, at some distance from the main body of the mountain, 
and probably a good deal lower than the other two peaks. 
I think then Herm. might call Ida 6/f00s, not counting Lectum. 
dc€ovv approaches more to the aigaov of Cod. V. than to the (£aov 
of the edd. Perhaps however Dindyma is intended. Schol. 
Ap. Rhod. 1, 94. Afdvpov .... 8a 16 didipous pacrods ev atta 
dvixew, Gs dyat Pirvorépavos, oltw mrpooayopevler. Had we the 
Lyde of Antimachus all would be clear, 

51 Analogy requires the dat. rather than the ace. with 
éhomAG, and it is so actually construed by Nonnus (vid. Lid. 
and Scott s.v.). I therefore read ry, and place peAtypds in the 
ace. at the beginning of the verse connecting with 50. Comp. 
95, 96. | 

53 Xeizwv. Schweig. notes: edd. zpoAcraovy. This seems more 
harmonious, but perhaps it is better to read Acirwv with the 
Cod. V. 

54 I do not think a short vowel can be lengthened vi 
caesurae, I read then doped, v. Lid. and Scott s.v. dopv. 

95 I read evforpyy, of which I regard eiowos as an ex- 
planation. evowos is only found elsewhere in Strabo p. 241, for 
in Leon. Tar. 13. 5 (Anth. Jacobs.) we should read oivys re for 
Kevotvov. jpupiov I regard as an explanation of vyprrov, and 
not altogether a bad one, But though you can say pwvplov 
adxos you cannot say pupiov Aéxrov. Comp, Ap. Rhoil, 3. 1288, 
vipira tavpuv iyvia paoreiwy, ‘following the huge impressions of 
the feet of the bulls.’ You could not say pupia fyvia. 
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*airis* 8 ofa péAtooa, toAuTpywva Kodwvyy 
*elrwv* 


év Tpaytkais Woe xopoaraciats 
Bdxxov kai rov* “Epov*, *yjpq 5¢ Oewpidos*® _ _ 
~vu vu eds &xopev SopokXci. 60 
hyp St xaxeivov Tov det repuvAaypevoy avopa, 
*78 dradav® picos krwpevov *éé é6vuyav*™ 
racas audi yuvaikas, b7d oKoALoto TuTEevTa 
rofou vuKtepwwas ov arobécG’ ddvvas. 
GANG Maxedovins rdcas xaréviccato Aavpas 65 
*Aiyeav pelérwr® ’ApyeXéw* yoperjv* 


elodxe *xat® Saiuwy Edpimidy ebpev dAcOpov 


F ‘ a ~ r) 4 a 
appt Biov, orvyvev avridcavti Kuvav. 


57. adOis. Schweig. ’ArOis. 58. Acirovc’. 59. "Epwra. ib. 
yeiparBecapedos. 62. Kat mdvrwv. Jacobs. 75 draddv. ib. éx 
cuvoxav, Jacobs é€ dvvyav. 66. ’Apyefwy. West. Atyeav. ib. 
peOerev 8 16. rapinv. 67. xait not in MSS. Schweig. supplies rox. 
68. Biov. 7 


57 There is clearly a lacuna before this verse of one or more 
distichs. It seems rash then to correct ’ArOis. 

58 It should be Acézrwy not Acizrovo’, for it is Sophocles not the 
bee that Jeaves Colonus. Both KéAwvos and KoAdvy are in use, 
Dem. 21. 64. Burdeortparov rov KodAwvybev. 

59 For "Epwra which is contra metrum I read *Epov, a form 
which rarely means the god, but comp. Hes. Theog. 120, and 
Callim. Ep. iv. 2. (Anth. Jacobs.) Also Antagoras (ap. Diog. 
Laert. 4. 5. 16) v. 2. For dydiBonrov inv. 1 I would read 
dudwoyntrov. Comp. Soph. Ant. 376. That yepePerapedos means 
7p. @ewpidos and that 6’ has dropped out seems certain. Comp. 
Ath. 592. a, where Nicias says of Sophocles: 73) yépwv 
by npacOn Gewpidos tHs éraipas. But I suspect 59, 60, are 
not consecutive, and that there is a larger lacuna than appears. 

65 By Aavpas I understand the mountain glades, where 
Kuripides accompanied his mistress, as she wandered through 
them with the other women the votaries of Bacchus. I do not 
see how rapinv can be used of a mistress or a wife. I read then 
yapernv in 66, and also peférwy, which seems to me more elegant 
than peGerev }.. 

67 «ai would easily disappear after eiadxe. 

68 cAcOpov dpi Biov, is the same as, o\eOpov Biov, just as 
pcos audi yovaiKas in 62, is the same as, picos yuvacov. For 
construction of dvruacavrs comp. Theognis 1308. I find however 
a difficulty in the daiuwy not being the actual cause of the 
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dvopa dé rov KuGépnbev avebpepavro riGjvat, 
*Baxyetov*® Awrod murtdératov Tapiny, 70 

*Movcas* ravdevbevra Pirckevov, ola twayGeis 
*’Oprvyins kAewys* 7AGe bia wroAtos. 

yuyvwrkes dlovea péeyav robov, ov Tadaredns 
*airds rhs dAins* OjKal’ iro *rpoyevois,* 

olrba d€ Kat Tov dotdov, Ov EipuriAov oAujrat 75 
Koo. yaAneov Ojxav, id tAaTave 

Berrida polmitorre Gony, wept *xavri*® Pidyrav 
*inpate® cal racav *yevdpevos* AaAuyv. 


70. Baxyov cai. 71. Motoot. 72. apvyj tairys. T4. adrois 
pyrciots. th. xpoydvas. TT. wavra. 78. jypara. ib. pvomevos. 


catastrophe, and I think, dvria @ets oxvAakwv, ‘having thrown 
him in the way of the dogs,’ would be more spirited and more 
consistent with efpey in 67. An expl. cuwvév may have affected 
the text. dvria Geis would be readily corrupted to avridcrets leading 
to dyruacavrt. 

69 Perhaps we should read dvip 8 dv «.7.A., and in 70, 71, 
murroratos Tapins, | Movody éxrdidevpa PiAdéevos K.T.X. Nutees 
from Cythera, because Philoxenus was carried captive as a child 
from Cythera to Athens. 

70 Awrot rapinv I understand, but not Baxyouv rayinv. Baxyecos 
Awros refers to his dithyrambic poems. Comp, Critias /’r. 1. 11. 
(Bergk) Kapes dAds rapiat. 71 Clearly Moveats should be read. 

72 Comp. Strabo P- 639: Kai 7 Oprvyia Stampers aAoros...év- 
Tava yap prudevovar ry Aoxeiav Kal THY Tpoov Thy ‘Oprvyiay. And 
P. 640 : q pev Anta oxyrrpov cxyovoa, 7 4 'Opruyia mrapeorrnkev 
éxatépa TH Xetpl matoiov €xovoa. I do not doubt then that Herm. 
had in his mind this Asiatic Ortygia, and supposed the nymph 
Ortygia (a personification of the island of Delos), the nurse of 
Apollo and Artemis, to be the eponym of the island Ortygia, the 
site of the original Syracuse. ’Oprvyiys «Aewys, was I conceive 
corrupted to, dpvy7 xelvns, leading to tavrys, for xe(vys would be 
altogether indefinite. By ravrys Ruhnken understands Colophon, 
no doubt rightly. But what has Colophon to do here? 

74 Comp, Ath. p. 6. f. (referred to by Ruhnken) tov piv 
Aiovucov Kixdwra trocrjcapevos, tiv 6 abAgrpida Tadaredav, 
éavtov 6’ ’Odvooea. I understand then; which he himself put 
forth as the passion inspired by the sea-nymph Galatea of old, 
i.e. he represented himself under the character of Ulysses in love 
with Galatea, 

77, 78 I think Herm. had in his mind Od. 23. 159-162. dis 
6 OTe TiS XpvaoV Teptxeverat dpyvpw avip | pis, dy “Hdarros 
dddaev kat TadAds ’AOyvy | réxvyv wavtoinv, yapievra be épya TeActet, | 
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*ob wav ovd * arocot oxAnpoy Biov *érrevoavTo* 


dvoparwv *oxorinv® pavdpevor copiny 80 
ovs airy wept *ruxva™ AGyos eodiygato pnts 
*dnvauy, puotav® Kydos €xovr *dperys,” 
odd’ *oi Sewov* "Epwros drectpéavro xvdotpov, 
* watvopevov Keivov® 8 AGov bd’ jvioxov. 
oin wév Sapuov pavin Katednoe Mcavors 85 
HvOaydpny, EXikwv Kopwa yewpnerpins 
elpopevov* Kal KvKAov, Goov wepiddAerar aibijp, 
Bavy *évi* chaipyn wavr’ *aropagapevov™ 
olw 0’ éxAinver, dv *éypyv eLoxov dAAwv* 
dvOpHrwv elvac Swxparn ev codin, 96 


79. obSt pev ovo. Gaisf. ov piv o0d. 16. éorycavto. 80. 
oxodiyv. 81. mixpa. 82. Kat dew7) pvOwv. 1b. dpern. 83. older dv. 
Schweig. oid’ aivév. 84, gatvopevor, dewov. 88, Binsév. Schweig, 
Bary év. tb. dworacaopevov. Ruhnk. drouaccdpevov. 89. e£oyov 
éxpyv ToAA@v. 


ibs pev TO wepixeve yapw Kehadyv Te Kat wpous. I read then as 
above. Aad, as Ruhnken tells us, is to be understood here 
in bonam partem as if it were orwyvAty, What he means is 
well illustrated by the epigram on Menander (Adespota 561. 3, 4. 
Anth. Jacobs.) atral cai Xapires cot édwpijcavto, Mevavope | 
oTwpvAov ebotoyinv dpapacw évOeuevat, 

79 écreicavro. ‘have given themselves up to.’ érrijoayro, can 
hardly be right. 

80 oxorinv seems to me the word required. Compare Strabo 
640, where Sxdra gépya has been corrupted to cxohid epya, 7 no 
doubt first becoming ru. 7 

81 I read wvxva, for mixpa neut. pl., which alone will scan, 
gives no sense. 

82, 83 1 render: whom hoary prudence herself fenced round 
closely with arguments, she who has under her care the votaries 
of virtue. Corruption of dyvaij to dew) led to intrusion of Kai, 
and change of dperijs to dper?). pifwv however you read gives no 
satisfactory sense. 

84 pawopevoy seems to me to bea certain correction, and in 
my judgment involves the change of dewov to Ketvor. 

88 Paty évi, seems to me more harmonious than avy év, nor 
does Herm. so far as we can judge favour such hiatuses. Here 
too the aorist cipopevos in 87 seems to me to require 
amTopasdapevov. 

89 éfoxyor adAAwy not éfoyov rodAor, is the correct expression. 
Corruption to voAAdyv led to the positions of é£oyov and éypiv being 
reversed. | 
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Kumpis pynviovca rupos every *nv® be *Babetyv*® 
* Wuyi Kovpotépais® éferovno *dviaus* 
oixi’ és ’Aoraicys mwAcpevos, ovde Te TEKLap 
eipe Adyuw oAAOds etpapevos duddovs. 
avépa Kupyvaiov 6’ ciow wofos eomacer 'lob.ov 95 
dewov’ 6 KamBavyns Aatdos ypacato, 
dfbs ’Apiorirros, racas 8 qvyvaro Aéoyas 
dhev'ywv, *ovdapevov t’* eéepopyoe *Biov.* 


91. éx. ib. BaGeins. 92. wWuyys Kovdoréepas éferovno dvias. 
94. Adyw. Schweig. fors. Aoywv. 96. 6 7’ "Amidavys. 98. 
ovdayevoy (om. 7’). ib. Bie. 


91,92 iv, his. éferovnce, wore out. This is a sense of é- 
wovew, Which only seems to occur in the passive (see Lidd. and 
Scott s.v. 9). But the sense obtained is so satisfactory that I 
venture to suppose a similar use of the active. 

96 dewov that powerful and subtle reasoner. xédm@dvys, I can 
produce no authority for dwi#avos in the sense of ‘indocile’ (as I 
here understand it), but in Xen. Oec. 13. 9, I find: dv6paovs 
6 €or. miavwrepous Tovey kai Adyw. 7.€, one can make man more 
docile by reasoning. If then rifavées can mean ‘docile,’ why not 
amt@avos in the sense of ‘indocile?’ I donot think ’Amidavys can 
be understood in the sense of Peloponnesian or defended. 

98 Ruhnken, rightly directing us to connect devywv with 
qvyvaro, adds: reliquis alii medicinam faciant. It does not 
seem very difficult to read odéapwov Biov with Schweig. (for so 
he understands, though he retains otdayevov and iw in his text), 
and then all that is needed is to understand éfeddpyce rightly, as 
he enables us to do by his version, where we find: nugatoriam 
edidit vitam. 


ADDITIONS AND CORRECTIONS 


Soph. Zrach, 607. Dele : and in 571—read épxeiav. 


Soph. Phil. Between 1337, 1593, insert: 1385, I would 
read: & cof’ 6p@ Kad’ ds uot reAoveva. The MS. reading ap. 
Dindorf is xadés 6p, but Lid, and Scott (sv. xadds) refer to a 
reading xd’ op®, I suppose from some MS8., but no doubt a 
correction, 


Eur. Med. 641. For: interpolated ; read: imitated. 
Eur. Hip. 1300-1302, For ris opjs—1304: read: ris ois 


yuvarkos olorpov 7) Tots Kvapudos x.7.A. 
Eur. Andr, 567. Omit : and rodade, 


Eur, Andr. 990-994. For: OP.—iBpwe: read: OP. ja rov 
poBnOys eis eu av’ av uPpure KT! and omit: (os is the MS. 
reading). 

Eur. Orest. 6, 7. For: (ap. Photium): read: (ap. Photium 
Cod. ecl. p. 1825, Rouen ed. of 1653). 


Eur, Orest. 241, For: aes ye MevéAews: read: jeer y €jL0U 
Kai cov «.7.A.: and add : MeveéAaos I regard as an explanation. 


Eur. Suppl. 655-659. Substitute at end of note: I would 
read then Aipxys mpos oyPov and connect with 659 thus: Aipxys 
mpos OxOov eorodocpevov Sop: and add: I thought that ‘Ioepyvov 
pointed to an original 'Iepyvod, but I am now convinced that it 
is entirely due to the interpolator, and that the second battle as 
well as the first was supposed to take place on the banks of the 
Dirce. I will take this opportunity of correcting Phoen, 826, 
627, where I would read: yAceporpopov a te medov | mporap 
"Iopnvos karadevet. 


Heracl. 689, Dele and read instead : I would read: daaAA’ ove 
éXacoov apiOods otv payotpeba, Yet for all that I will none the 
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less fight as an accessory: (see Lid. and Scott s.v. dpebuds (6) 
and comp. 997). Corruption of this to, dAX’ od« éAdcooo’ apiOpov 
ovv paxovpe8a, led I suppose to what we read. 


Iph. A. p. 237 1. 11 from top. For: xdra—ydpw: read: — 


xarretta. Mevédew "pt orparyAareiv xdpvv. 


Iph. A. 1199. Add to note : Observe however the incorrect use 
of zpo in the sense of ovvexa in 1201. dpe can be so used but 
"not mpd. Compare Soph. £7. 540. po necessarily implies, “ for 
the benefit of.”’ 


Iph. A. p. 256. Add to end of notes : 1459-1467 would then 
read thus: OA. ris od’ elow dgéwv mpiv p’ épéfacGar Kdpys ; KA. 
éyo, pera ye cou—I®. wy av y’ ov Kxadds Aéyes. KA. werdwv 
éxonevyn, Id. pipy’, euol, prep, wiPov. KA. & réxvov, otxet ; 
Id. xai wadwy y’ od py podrdw. KA. Acrotca pytép’; ID. as dpas 
y', ovx dgiws. KA. oyés, py pe mpoAtrys. I®. ok eo orafew 
Saxpv. 

MevéAcus (trisyllable). No MS. example occurs except in 
Orestes 18. But there I think we should read: xai MevéAews ovr, 
’Aeporns Kpyoons dro. pytpos I regard as an expl. My infer- 
ence would be then, that this verse was altered after the time of 
the grammarian, to whom we owe the disappearance of MevéAews — 

- (tris.) from our texts. 
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